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REPORT ON 
THE JUDICIARY 
1996 
STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 
1996 REPORT O N THE JUDICIARY 
Letter of Transmittal 
Pursuant to §8-15-7 of the Rhode Island General Laws, it is with 
satisfaction that I submit the 1996 Annual Report on the Judiciary. 
The report reviews significant activities that occurred in the judicial 
department during calendar year 1996. 
The publication of this report was made possible through the efforts 
of staff members of the unified court system and especially those of the 
State Court Administrative Office. 
Robert C. Harrall 
State Court Administrator 
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Robert C. Harrall 
Respectfully submitted. 
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TO THE HONORABLE MEMBERS OF 
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
During 1996 all elements of the Unified Judicial System 
of the State of Rhode Island have worked effectively and 
with considerable success in managing caseloads and 
serving the citizens of our state. 
Among the most significant areas of progress has been 
the increased computerization of the court system including 
the Administrative Adjudication Court. Moreover, the goal 
of linking all segments of the criminal justice system by 
instantaneous communication has been furthered during the 
past year. With the cooperation of the Governor's Justice Commission and the Federal Funding Agencies 
and with the support of the General Assembly in appropriating matching funds, it is anticipated that within 
the next three years all state and municipal police departments, the Office of the Attorney General, the 
Department of Corrections, and all courts will be interconnected by the most modem and efficient commu-
nication system. This will enable a police officer on patrol to obtain accurate information within seconds 
concerning the identity and background of a criminal suspect. 
The various court committees are carrying out both novel and traditional functions in a highly com-
mendable manner. The committee on the Future of the Courts acting through a number of subcommittees 
is making progress toward the shaping of the contours of our judicial system for the 21st century. All other 
court committees such as the Judicial Evaluation Committee, the User Friendly Committee, the Board of 
Bar Examiners, the Committee on Character and Fitness, the Disciplinary Board, the Commission on 
Mandatory Legal Education, the Committee on Domestic Violence, the Committee on Women in the 
Courts, the Committee on Unauthorized Practice of Law, and a number of other committees staffed by 
volunteers as well as by court personnel, have supported and contributed to the improvement of our 
judicial system in great measure. Again on behalf of the judicial system I express our sincere appreciation 
and profound respect for the work of the committees and their members. 
The functioning of the courts and related agencies of the justice system continues to evolve in all areas. 
The improvement of the system physically, technologically, and intellectually is a continuing and never 
ending process. We express our appreciation to the General Assembly, the Governor, and all other state 
departments for their cooperation and support. 
Chief Justice Joseph R. Weisberger 
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Rhode Island 
Court 
Structure 
1996 R E P O R T O N T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Rhode Island's Unified Court System 
Rhode Island has six state-funded courts. 
The District, Family, Administrative Adjudica-
tion, and Workers' Compensation Courts are trial 
courts of limited jurisdiction. The Superior 
Court is the general trial court, and the Supreme 
Court is the court of review. The Supreme Court 
Chief Justice, executive head of the state court 
system, has authority over the judicial budget. The 
Chief Justice appoints a state court administrator 
and staff to handle these budgetary and adminis-
trative tasks. Each individual court, however, has 
both a chief judge and an administrator to handle 
internal court management. 
SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices • Staff: 123 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 
APPEALS 
FAMILY COURT 
12 Justices • 4 Masters • Staff: 136 
Juvenile. Wayward/Delinquent. 
Dependency/Neglect/Child Abuse. Termina-
tion of Parental Rights, Adoption, Mental 
Health Commitments, Consent for Abortion-
Minors 
Adult Contributing to Delinquency, 
Nonsupport, Paternity, Criminal Child Abuse 
Domestic RelationS: Divorce, Support, 
Custody, Domestic Assault 
WRIT OF 
CERTIORARI 
APPEALS 
SUPERIOR COURT 
22 Justices • 2 Masters • Staff: 136 
Criminal All Felonies 
Civil. Over $5,000, Equity, Condemnation, 
Extradition, All Jury Trials, Mandamus, 
Habeas Corpus, Probate Appeals, Zoning 
Board Appeals 
APPEALS 
WORKERS' 
COMPENSATION COURT 
10 Judges • Staff: 53 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
* 
All Controversies Regarding Workers' 
Compensation Claims 
DISTRICT COURT 
13 Justices • 1 Master • Staff: 69 
Criminal. Violations, Misdemeanors, Felony 
Initial Appearance 
Civil. Under $10,000, Small Claims, Mental 
Health. Housing Code 
Administrative Agency Appeals 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
ADJUDICATION COURT 
7 Judges • Staff: 97 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
t 
All Non-criminal Matters Regarding Traffic 
Cases; Control of Traffic Summons; 
Driver Training Schools; Driver Accident and 
Violations Records. 
Review of Traffic Offense Decisions of Municipal 
Courts and Appeals from the Division of Motor 
Vehicles 
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Supreme Court 
The Supreme Court has fi-
nal appellate jurisdiction over 
questions of law and equity, su-
pervisory powers over other 
state courts, and general advi-
sory responsibility to the legis-
lative and the executive branches 
of state government concerning 
the constitutionality of legislation. 
The Supreme Court is also re-
sponsible for regulating admis-
sion to the Rhode Island Bar and 
disciplining its members. 
The Supreme Court has an 
administrative office that over-
sees all personnel matters, fiscal 
concerns, and purchasing func-
tions for the entire state court 
system. The administrative of-
fice also performs a wide range 
of managerial tasks, including the 
development and operation of 
automated information systems 
for all courts; long-range plan-
ning; the collection, analysis, and 
reporting of information on court 
caseloads and operations; the 
development and implementa-
tion of management-improve-
ment projects in specified areas; 
and the supervision of facilities. 
The State Law Library, 
which is also under the direction 
of the Supreme Court, provides 
reference materials and research 
services for judges and court 
staff as well as serving as the only 
comprehensive public law library 
in the state. 
SUPERIOR AND 
FAMILY COURTS 
Providence and 
Bristol Counties 
Kent County 
Washington County 
Newport County 
Superior Court 
Superior Court is the trial 
court of general jurisdiction. Civil 
matters involving claims in excess 
of $5,000 and all equity proceed-
ings are heard here. Superior 
Court also has original jurisdiction 
over all felony cases. As a conse-
quence, all indictments by grand 
juries and informations charged by 
the Department of the Attorney 
General are returned to this court. 
Superior Court also hears ap-
peals from decisions of local Pro-
bate and Municipal Courts. In ad-
dition, criminal and civil cases tried 
in the District Court, except as 
specifically provided by statute, 
are also brought to the Superior 
Court on appeal for a trial de 
novo. 
Other types of appeals and 
statutory proceedings, such as re-
development, land condemnation, 
zoning appeals, and enforcement 
of arbitrator's awards, also fall un-
der Superior Court jurisdiction. 
Finally, Superior Court shares 
concurrent jurisdiction with the 
Supreme Court over writs of ha-
beas corpus and mandamus and 
certain other prerogative writs. 
Appeals from the Superior Court 
are heard by the Supreme Court. 
Family Court 
Family Court was created to 
focus attention on problems in-
volving families and children. Its 
goals are to assist, to protect, and 
if possible, to restore families 
whose unity or well-being has 
been or is threatened. This court 
also ensures that children within its 
jurisdiction receive the care, guid-
ance, and control conducive to 
their welfare and the best interests 
of the state. If children are re-
moved from their parents, the 
court also seeks to provide them 
with the equivalent of high-quality 
parental care. 
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Family Court has jurisdiction 
to hear all petitions for divorce and 
any motions in conjunction with 
divorce proceedings, such as 
property distribution, alimony, 
support, and child custody. It 
hears petitions for separate main-
tenance and complaints regarding 
support for parents and children. 
It has jurisdiction over matters re-
lating to delinquent, wayward, de-
pendent, neglected, abused, or 
mentally deficient or disordered 
children. It also has jurisdiction 
over adoptions, child marriages, 
paternity proceedings, and other 
matters involving domestic rela-
tions and juveniles. 
Appeals from Family Court 
decisions are taken directly to the 
Supreme Court. 
District Court 
Since most people appearing 
before a court in this state initially 
appear in District Court, this court 
has been divided into five divisions 
to provide easy geographic ac-
cess to the court system. 
District Court jurisdiction in-
cludes small claims, violations of 
municipal ordinances and regula-
tions, and misdemeanors when the 
right to a jury trial in the first in-
stance has been waived. If a de-
fendant invokes the right to a jury 
trial, the case is transferred to the 
Superior Court. Appeals from 
District Court decisions go to the 
Superior Court for trial de novo. 
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DISTRICT COURT 
DIVISIONS 
2nd Division 
3rd Division 
4th Division 
5th Division 
6th Division 
Workers' 
Compensation Court 
T h e W o r k e r s ' Compensa t i on 
C o m m i s s i o n w a s e s t a b l i s h e d in 
1 9 5 4 a n d f u n c t i o n e d i n d e p e n -
d e n t l y u n t i l it w a s m a d e p a r t o f 
u n i f i e d cour t s y s t e m in 1991. T h e 
c o u r t h a s j u r i s d i c t i o n o v e r d i s -
p u t e s b e t w e e n e m p l o y e e s a n d 
e m p l o y e r s in re la t ion to c o m p e n -
sation fo r occupat ional disabilities, 
the r easonab leness of med ica l a n d 
h o s p i t a l b i l l s , a n d t he e x t e n t a n d 
du ra t ion of a disabil i ty. 
T h e w o r k e r s ' c o m p e n s a t i o n 
s t a tu t e s e s t a b l i s h tha t e m p l o y e r s 
a s s u m e t h e c o s t o f o c c u p a t i o n a l 
Violations and hearings on in-
voluntary hospitalization under the 
mental-health, drug-abuse, and al-
coholism laws also fall under Dis-
trict Court jurisdiction. District 
Court hears appeals from and or-
ders compliance with the subpoe-
nas and rulings of the state tax ad-
ministrator and several regulatory 
agencies and boards. District 
Court also hears violations of state 
and local housing codes except 
when a Municipal Court has been 
established to handle these mat-
ters. Decisions in all these areas 
are subject to review by the Su-
preme Court only. 
1996 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
disabilities without regard to fault. 
Six basic objectives underlie 
workers' compensation laws: 
• To provide sure, prompt, 
and reasonable income and 
medical benefits to work 
accident victims or income 
benefits to their dependents, 
regardless of fault. 
• To provide a single 
remedy and to reduce court 
delays, costs, and work 
loads arising out of 
personal-injury litigation. 
• To relieve public and 
private charities of financial 
drains incident to uncom-
pensated occupational 
disabilities. 
• To regulate payment of 
fees to lawyers and wit-
nesses as well as time-
consuming trials and ap-
peals. 
• To encourage maximum 
employer interest in safety 
and rehabilitation through an 
appropriate experience-
rating mechanism. 
• To promote frank study of 
the causes of accidents 
(rather than concealment of 
fault), thereby reducing the 
number of preventable 
accidents and consequent 
human suffering. 
Appeals from Workers ' 
Compensation Court decisions 
are first heard by an appellate di-
vision within the court. The ap-
pellate division is a three-judge 
panel made up of any three judges 
of the court other than the trial 
judge. This panel first determines 
if a basis for appeal exists by re-
viewing the transcript and the 
record of the case along with any 
briefs or memoranda of law sub-
mitted by the appellant. If a basis 
is found, the panel hears oral ar-
gument and enters a final decision. 
Any person aggrieved by a fi-
nal decree of the appellate divi-
sion, may petition the Supreme 
Court for a writ of certiorari. 
Administrative 
Adjudication Court 
The Administrative Adjudica-
tion Court (AAC) was established 
in 1992 to succeed the Adminis-
trative Adjudication Division 
(AAD) of the Department of 
Transportation. Operating under 
title 31, chapter 43, of the Gen-
eral Laws, the AAC is responsible 
for hearing most traffic cases, for 
distributing and controlling traffic 
summonses, for operating driver-
retraining schools, and for main-
taining accurate driver accident 
and violation records. The AAC 
hears appeals from the Division of 
Motor Vehicles and the Munici-
pal Courts. 
The AAC also has an appel-
late panel. Appeals are heard by 
a panel of three neutral judges. 
The appellate panel hears appeals 
from aggrieved motorists who 
have appeared before a single 
judge for a trial. Appeals from the 
AAC may be had by petitioning 
the Supreme Court for a writ of 
certiorari. Prior to 1975 all traffic 
offenses in Rhode Island, except 
parking, were criminal violations 
(misdemeanors or felonies) and 
were heard by the District Court. 
With the establishment of the 
AAD, most traffic offenses were 
decriminalized and placed under 
the jurisdiction of this quasi-judi-
cial body. Those that were not 
decriminalized are still handled by 
the District Court and include driv-
ing under the influence of alcohol 
or drugs, reckless driving, driving 
without a valid license, or leaving 
the scene of an accident. 
The advantage of an AAC is 
that traffic offenses are processed 
as civil matters rather than as crimi-
nal matters, thereby focusing at-
tention on the traffic-safety aspect 
of the violation. In addition, the 
court has the resource of a driver-
retraining school for chronic vio-
lators, and a driver history can be 
developed to determine the most 
appropriate course of action to fol-
low with individual violators. The 
AAC handles a caseload of more 
than 200,000 violations and 
70,000 suspensions annually and 
collects a total of 14 to 18 million 
dollars each fiscal year. 
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1996 Report on the Court's Domestic 
Abuse Victim Advocacy Program 
Since 1988 the S u p r e m e Cour t 
has con t r ac t ed wi th the R h o d e Is-
land Coa l i t i on A g a i n s t D o m e s t i c 
V i o l e n c e to a d m i n i s t e r a c o u r t -
ba sed d o m e s t i c - a b u s e v i c t im-ad -
v o c a c y p r o g r a m . T h e s t a t ewide 
p r o g r a m w a s es tab l i shed in accor -
dance with R.I .G.L. §12-28-10 and 
12-29-7. T h e a d v o c a c y p r o g r a m 
helps v ic t ims of domes t i c v io lence 
to ob ta in p ro t ec t i on t h r o u g h the 
c r imina l and the c ivi l sy s t ems in 
the Fami ly , Dis t r ic t , and Supe r io r 
Cour t s . 
T h e coal i t ion is an assoc ia t ion 
of six nonpro f i t domes t i c -v io lence 
p reven t ion p r o g r a m s inc lud ing the 
B l a c k s t o n e Shel ter , the E l i zabe th 
B u f f u m C h a s e H o u s e , the N e w -
por t C o u n t y W o m e n ' s R e s o u r c e 
C e n t e r , S o j o u r n e r H o u s e , t h e 
W o m e n ' s C e n t e r of R h o d e I s land , 
and the W o m e n ' s R e s o u r c e C e n -
ter of S o u t h Coun ty . 
T h e v ic t im-advocacy p r o g r a m 
h a s th ree c o m p o n e n t s . V ic t im ad-
voca te s are a s s igned in each of the 
d iv i s ions of the Dis t r ic t Cou r t to 
a s s i s t v i c t i m s of m i s d e m e a n o r 
c r i m e s i n v o l v i n g d o m e s t i c v io -
lence . In add i t ion , the coa l i t ion 
ass i s t s v i c t i m s of d o m e s t i c v io -
lence in ob t a in ing civil p ro tec t ive 
o rde r s in the F a m i l y or the Dis -
trict C o u r t s t h r o u g h o u t the state. 
T h e th i rd c o m p o n e n t , loca ted in 
S u p e r i o r C o u r t in P r o v i d e n c e 
C o u n t y , s e r v e s t h o s e d o m e s t i c -
a b u s e v i c t ims w h o s e cases h a v e 
r e s u l t e d in t h e f i l i n g of f e l o n y 
cha rges . In add i t ion to ass i s t ing 
v i c t ims th rough the cour t p rocess , 
t h e a d v o c a t e s h e l p v i c t i m s t o 
p ro tec t t h e m s e l v e s and their chil-
d ren and to ob ta in o the r suppor t 
se rv ices . 
In 1996 the p r o g r a m prov ided 
se rv ices to m o r e than 9 , 2 0 0 do -
m e s t i c - a b u s e v i c t ims . Of t hose 
v i c t i m s , 5 , 2 1 0 w e r e a s s i s t e d 
th rough the c r imina l jus t i ce sys-
t e m in the Dis t r ic t Cour t , and 211 
v ic t ims w e r e ass is ted th rough the 
S u p e r i o r C o u r t in P r o v i d e n c e 
Coun ty . T h e s e f igu res represen t 
a 5 .6 pe rcen t inc rease in the n u m -
ber of individuals assisted through 
the c r imina l jus t i ce sys t em ove r 
the p rev ious year. Ano the r 2 ,758 
were assisted in obtaining restrain-
ing orders f r o m the Fami ly Cour t , 
and an add i t iona l 1 ,076 v ic t ims 
were assisted in obtaining restrain-
ing o rde r s in the Dis t r ic t Cour t . 
S ince the incept ion of the Vic t im 
A d v o c a c y P rog ram, the R h o d e Is-
land Coal i t ion Aga ins t Domes t i c 
Violence and its m e m b e r agenc ies 
have p rov ided c o m p r e h e n s i v e as-
s i s t ance to v i c t i m s of d o m e s t i c 
v io lence in near ly 60 .000 cases . 
Six shelters located throughout the State provide a safe, secure home setting for victims 
of domestic violence. 
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1996 Report on the State Court Victim Services Unit 
Justice Assistance is a private, 
nonprofit organization that has op-
erated Project Victim Services 
since 1985 under a state court con-
tract. This project provides sup-
port, counseling, and advocacy for 
Rhode Island crime victims. 
Project Victim Services requests 
each victim to complete and return 
to Justice Assistance a victim-im-
pact statement that records physi-
cal. financial, emotional, and/or 
other losses that have resulted 
from or reflect the impact of the 
criminal action. The statement be-
comes part of the court record and 
may be used to assess damages, 
restitution, fees, fines, or other 
terms of sentence. In addition, 
Project Victim Services answers 
clients' questions, prepares them 
for court proceedings, and provides 
them with practical as well as emo-
tional assistance. 
The program assisted 11,337 
crime victims in 1995 and 1996. In 
addition to the court contract. Jus-
tice Assistance receives financial 
support from the Governor's Jus-
tice Commission, the Violent 
Crimes Indemnity Fund, and pri-
vate-sector contributions. 
1996 VICTIM SERVICES UNIT REPORT 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
5,912 
Enrollment 
3,954 3,508 4,097 5,425 
Disposition Outcome 
Bench warrant issued 639 368 549 293 361 
Case dismissed 100 97 96 83 26 
Entered diversion program 52 53 30 18 44 
Case filed 30 12 13 262 200 
Case filed with restitution 183 3 3 1,145 1,293 
Guilty 1 0 5 1 1 
Not guilty 0 0 0 2 3 
Nolo contendere (No contest) 1,272 1,239 1,483 1,403 1,011 
Case passed for trial 612 413 604 526 222 
Case waived 57 70 43 26 25 
Pending 969 1 3 1 1,230 Z497 2,816 
Sen ices Provided 
Case status notification 3,954 3.163 2,868 3,006 3.414 
Court escort 282 203 354 206 292 
Crime impact statements 1373 1,262 1,245 1.699 1,819 
Crisis counseling 103 100 28 285 477 
Employer intervention 0 2 2 0 0 
Referral service 455 245 402 154 176 
Restitution service 205 1 4 279 \61 
System orientation 3.954 2,293 Z895 3,000 Z873 
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RHODE ISLAND COURTS: 
JUDICIAL BUDGET COMPARISONS 
FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 
State Budget 2,556,097,852 2,453,681,210 2,650.872,966 2.620,045,578 2,780,597,810 
Increase(Decrease) (51,449,068) (102,416,642) 197,191,756 (30,827,388) 160,352,232 
Judicial Budget 47,003,961 57,316,933 48,742,325 51,148,447 53.708,121 
Increase (Decrease) 5,157,602 10,312,972 (8,574,608) 2,406,122 2.559,674 
Judicial Share 1.83% 2.33% 1.83% 1.95% 1.93% 
Expenditures by Program 
Supreme Court 13,212,862 22,952,219* 12,044,729 13,398,052 14,765,283 
Superior Court 11,941,589 12,569,136 13,101.462 13,176,707 13,429,571 
Family Court 8,726,045 8,875,744 9,333,308 9,572,474 10,279,928 
District Court 4,303,576 5.068,243 5,558,191 5,629,443 5,927,267 
Workers' Compensation 
Court 3,151,397 3,422,145 3,495,942 3,542,398 3,969.391 
Admin. Adjudication 
Court 5,668,492 4,429,446 5,208,693 5,829,373 5,336,681 
Total Expenditures 47,003,961 57,316,933 48,742,325 51.148,447 53,708,121 
Expenditures by Object 
Personnel 32,745,253 34,978,595 35,130,774 37,247,410 39,389,521 
Other State Operations 4,649,902 15,129,877 6,219,693 6,565,363 6,912,674 
Assistance, Grants and 
Benefits 5,704,802 3,277,147 3,438.658 3,380.229 3,440,210 
Subtotal: Operating 
Expenditures 43,099,957 53,385,619 44,789,125 47,193,002 49,742,405 
Capital Improvements — — 235 — — 
Capital Debt Service 3,904,004 3,931,314 3,952,965 3,955,445 3,965,716 
Total Expenditures 47,003,%1 57.316.933 48,742,325 51.148,447 53.708,121 
* Supreme Court budget is an anomaly caused by one-time transfer of CJIS restricted-receipt funds to the State General Fund. 
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Supreme Court 
Pending Caseload Is Reduced 
Calendar year 1996 marked 
a significant decline in Supreme 
Court appeals. The total num-
ber docketed (674) was 88, or 
11.5 percent less than in 1995, 
and the lowest number docketed 
since 1990. However, com-
pared to average filings in the 
1980s (605 per year), the court 
is still dealing with a larger 
caseload than it was a decade 
ago. 
Although new appeals de-
clined, dispositions stayed 
roughly at the same level as last 
year, and as a result, the court 
disposed of more cases than it 
took in for the first time since 
1990. The total disposed of for 
the year was 705, which was 31 
more than were docketed. The 
average time to disposition was 
basically unchanged this year at 
10.4 months, whereas the per-
centage of appeals disposed of 
within 180 days of docketing rose 
slightly, from 33 to 35 percent. 
Because the court suc-
ceeded in disposing of more 
cases than were filed, the pend-
ing caseload was reduced from 
659 to 636. This affected three 
categories: civil appeals, petitions 
for a writ of certiorari, and cases 
in the catch-all category "other." 
However, the number pending 
in other categories increased. 
Pending criminal appeals rose 
only slightly, but pending 
custody/adoption appeals al-
most doubled. 
Compared to the past sev-
eral years the court significantly 
reduced the number of cases 
waiting for a prebriefing confer-
ence. The number of appeals 
waiting to be conferenced 
dropped by almost 65 percent! 
However, a bottleneck of cases 
waiting to be heard on the 
show-cause calendar has devel-
oped. Since last year the num-
ber of cases at this stage almost 
doubled. There was no change 
in appeals with both briefs filed 
awaiting oral argument, but the 
number of cases argued and 
submitted also doubled. 
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Robert G. Flanders, Jr. Named 
Supreme Court Justice 
Filling the vacancy created by the retirement of 
Justice Donald F. Shea in June of last year, Robert 
G. Flanders, Jr. became the newest Supreme Court 
justice on March 31, 1996. His appointment again 
brought the court to full strength, a rarity over the 
past five years. 
Justice Robert G. Flanders, Jr. 
Justice Flanders is originally a native of Long 
Island, New York, having been born in North 
Massapequa on July 9, 1949. He graduated 
magna cum laude from Brown University in 1971 
and received his law degree in 1974 from Harvard 
University School of Law. As a student-athlete at 
Brown University he set an Ivy League record for 
the longest run from scrimmage (94 yards), and 
while at law school he played minor league base-
ball for the Detroit Tigers. 
His law career includes stints as a trial lawyer in 
both New York and Rhode Island. He founded a 
law firm in Rhode Island in 1987. Prior to his ap-
pointment to the bench, he served as assistant ex-
ecutive counsel to the Governor from 1985 through 
1986 and as solicitor for the town of Glocester from 
1978 to 1990. 
Recommendations of the 
Committee on Civility and 
Professionalism Are Adopted 
In the past decade there has been an increase 
in complaints from members of the bench, the bar, 
and the public about deteriorating professionalism 
among legal practitioners. Responding to this con-
cern, Chief Justice Joseph R. Weisberger appointed 
a committee in September 1995 to formulate stan-
dards and goals for promoting professional con-
duct within the judicial system. The committee was 
chaired by the Chief Justice and included members 
of the bar and the bench and representatives of 
academia and the public. 
The committee completed proposed standards 
in early 1996 and presented them for comment at 
the Annual Meeting of the Rhode Island Bar Asso-
ciation. The standards were endorsed by the Bar 
Association House of Delegates, and they were for-
mally adopted by the Supreme Court on May 20, 
1996. The standards have been published as an 
appendix to the Rules of Professional Conduct for 
attorneys. 
The standards are aspirational goals reflecting 
the consensus of the Rhode Island legal community 
concerning appropriate behavior by members of the 
bar and the bench. They address attorneys' obli-
gations in dealing with clients, the court, and the 
public as well as the obligations of judges in inter-
acting with attorneys, litigants, witnesses, and one 
another. 
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Judicial Performance Evaluation Committee 
Issues Second Report 
Chief Judge Albert E. DeRobbio, District Court (seated) holds a copy of the committee's 
report surrounded by (l-r) Chief Judge Vincent Pallozzi, Administrative Adjudication Court; 
Chief Judge Jeremiah S. Jeremiah, Jr., Family Court; William R. Robinson, Esq.; Justice 
Victoria Lederberg, Supreme Court (Chair); John A. MacFadyen, III, Esq.; Milton H. 
Hamolsky, M.D.; and Chief Judge Robert F. Arrigan, Workers' Compensation Court. 
The Judicial Performance 
Evaluation Committee was es-
tablished by Supreme Court Rule 
4 of Article 6 in March 1993. 
The committee has as its role to 
develop and administer a pro-
gram for the continuing evalua-
tion of judicial performance in or-
der to promote judges' self- im-
provement and to improve the 
Judiciary as a whole. The com-
mittee completed its second year 
of activity and issued its second 
annual report in October 1996. 
The report provides a summary 
of the committee's ongoing work, 
describes the procedures the 
committee has adopted, and out-
lines the progress made to date 
in compiling information on 
judges. It also provides recom-
mendations for the future opera-
tion of the program based on the 
experience gained during the past 
two years. 
During 1996 questionnaires 
were distributed to attorneys 
practicing in all the courts and to 
jurors serving in Superior Court. 
Because attorney responses 
were relatively few in the high-
volume District and Administra-
tive Adjudication (AAC) Courts, 
outside review panels were es-
tablished to evaluate the judges 
there. Review panels were first 
used in 1994 and proved suc-
cessful in providing a basis for 
comparison to the responses re-
ceived from attorneys. The pan-
els include both attorneys and lay 
people who are not participating 
in the cases before the judge be-
ing evaluated. 
During 1996 the number of 
panel-review evaluators was ex-
panded in order to increase the 
evaluations per judge. A total of 
eighty-nine evaluators partici-
pated in the program and pro-
vided 233 evaluations of District 
and Administrative Adjudication 
Court judges, a return rate of 
roughly 52 percent. The evalua-
tors were each assigned five 
judges to observe. 
The second committee report 
stressed the importance of col-
lecting sufficient questionnaires to 
generate meaningful data and to 
ensure that the evaluation process 
is useful. A goal of forty to fifty 
questionnaires per judge was es-
tablished in order to provide a re-
liable measure of the perfor-
mance of each one. 
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User-Friendly Committee Establishes 
New Programs 
The User-Friendly Commit-
tee was established by an admin-
istrative order issued on April 11, 
1994. by Chief Justice Joseph R. 
Weisberger. The specific tasks 
assigned to the committee include 
enhancing posted information in 
all court facilities, addressing the 
special needs of non-English-
speaking litigants and witnesses, 
and ensuring that court employ-
ees respond effectively and sen-
sitively to all individuals. The com-
mittee chair is Justice Victoria 
Lederberg and the vice chair is 
Justice Robert G. Flanders, Jr., 
both of the Supreme Court. The 
membership includes judges and 
support staff from each court and 
members of the public. 
During 1996 the committee's 
second year of activity, the focus 
was on implementing recommen-
dations in three areas: (1) com-
munication, (2) employee train-
ing, and (3) facilities. 
Communication with court 
users was specifically targeted for 
improvement and has been ad-
dressed at least in the busiest 
courthouse in the state, the 
Garrahy Judicial Complex. With 
two years of funding provided by 
the Governor's Justice Commis-
sion, the court has established an 
information desk The funds sup-
port two part-time, bilingual staff 
people who are stationed on the 
first floor of the building to assist 
people in locating courtrooms and 
to respond to their questions. 
Employee training was iden-
tified as a second priority. An 
employee-training subcommittee 
was formed and has begun de-
veloping a training program in 
customer relations. The subcom-
mittee is anticipating that the pro-
gram will first be offered in early 
1997. The subcommittee also 
concluded that the lack of orien-
tation for court employees leaves 
them poorly prepared to assist the 
public. Therefore, in addition to 
specific training in public rela-
tions, there is a need for a for-
malized orientation program for 
all employees. In 
response the 
Chief Justice has 
named a com-
mittee to prepare 
an orientation 
handbook for 
distribution to all 
employees and 
to establish an 
orientation pro-
gram. The draft-
ing of the hand-
book is under-
way, and it should 
also be available in early 1997. 
The orientation program will be-
gin when the handbook is com-
plete. 
A facilities subcommittee 
was also named to address con-
cerns about the cleanliness and 
the security of court buildings. 
Until the Judiciary assumed au-
thority over all court buildings in 
1995, it had no control over their 
upkeep. Since then there has 
been a concerted effort to im-
prove the appearance of the fa-
cilities by hiring new cleaning con-
tractors and establishing a main-
tenance program. The subcom-
mittee has also developed a plan 
for the evacuation of court build-
ings. Because of the serious na-
ture of some incidents that have 
taken place in public buildings 
elsewhere in the country, a de-
termination was made that evacu-
ation plans should be adopted for 
the safety of both employees and 
the public. 
Improved signage and bi-lingual information stations are ex-
amples of recent changes effected through the User-Friendly 
Committee. 
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Court and Community Agency Provides 
Programs for Students and Educators 
In 1996 the judges and the 
staff of the Rhode Island courts 
assisted the Rhode Island Legal/ 
Educational Partnership in provid-
ing programs for students and edu-
cators. The partnership is a non-
profit agency dedicated to pro-
moting good citizenship through 
legal literacy. Two major pro-
grams on which the partnership 
and the courts collaborated were 
the statewide mock-trial compe-
tition for middle-school and high-
school students and three week-
long seminars for teachers and 
school administrators. The semi-
nars provide the educators with an 
oven lew of the court process and 
constitutional issues. 
The mock-trial program be-
gan in January 1996 and culmi-
nated in April with the finals of the 
competition. The competition in-
noised sixty-four teams made up 
of approximately 1.300 students. 
Rhode Island is the only state that 
has a separate competition for 
middle schools (grades 6 through 
8) and high schools. In total. 300 
judges, attorney v and members of 
the court staff assisted the part-
nership in conducting over ninety 
mock trials. Funding for the 
mock-trial competition is pro-
vided to the partnership by the 
General Assembly, the Rhode Is-
land Bar Association, the Rhode 
Island Department of Education, 
and the United States Department 
of Education. 
For the ninth year the 
courts and the partnership spon-
sored several week-long seminars 
for educators. Seventy-five edu-
cators participated in the summer 
seminars in 19%. The seminars 
provide the participants with an 
opportunity to observe sessions of 
the Superior, Family, and District 
Courts and to meet with judges, 
court staff, attorneys, child-pro-
tection workers, and others who 
work in the criminal- and juvenile-
justice system. The seminars 
cover topics such as due process, 
victims' rights, domestic violence 
and sexual assault juvenile offend-
ers, punishment and rehabilitation. 
and other related issues. During 
the seminars more than fifty 
judges, attorneys, and other pro-
fessionals meet with the partici-
pants. Participants in the seminars 
are eligible for continuing educa-
tion in-service credits or graduate 
credits from Rhode Island Col-
lege. The seminars are supported 
through funding from the United 
States Department of Education, 
the Rhode Island Department of 
Education, and a registration fee. 
If funding is available, the part-
nership plans to work with the 
courts on similar programs in 
1997. 
Teachers prepare for a mock trial during the week-long court-education seminar 
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Women in the Courts Committee Addresses Clients' Rights 
Committee Chair. Superior Court Associate Justice Francis J. Darigan, Jr., receives a 
meeting agenda from staff liaison Susan H. McCalmont of the Supreme Court's 
Planning and Policy Unit. 
Chief Justice Joseph R. 
Weisberger gave permanent sta-
tus to the Supreme Court's Ad-
visory Committee on Women in 
the Courts in Executive Order 
No. 93-03 issued on September 
30, 1993. The committee has 
been in existence since 1984 and 
has made a long-term commit-
ment to eliminating gender bias in 
the Judiciary. The committee 
membership includes judges, 
members of the bar, and repre-
sentatives of the public. The cur-
rent chair is Associate Justice 
Francis J. Darigan, Jr., of the 
Superior Court. 
During 1996 the committee 
focused on circulating and re-
ceiving comments on a proposed 
client's statement of rights and re-
sponsibilities. The proposal 
would add a new section to the 
Rules of Professional Conduct for 
attorneys, requiring them to give 
all new clients the statement of 
their rights and responsibilities. In 
addition, the proposal recom-
mends two other changes to the 
rules, one mandating the use of 
written fee agreements and an-
other requiring interim billings. 
The intent of the proposal is to 
improve communication between 
attorneys and their clients, thereby 
enhancing attorney/client relation-
ships. 
This project was proposed 
to the committee by two legisla-
tors who reported numerous 
complaints from female constitu-
ents about attorney-billing prac-
tices and other problems. The 
legislators provided the commit-
tee with a package of court rules 
enacted in New York address-
ing the conduct of divorce law-
yers and asked the committee to 
look into the adoption of com-
parable rules for Rhode Island. 
The committee discussed the 
project with members of the 
State Bar Association, and as a 
result the bar association and the 
advisory committee formed a 
joint subcommittee, which was 
responsible for drafting the 
present proposal. 
The proposal has been cir-
culated at the Annual Meeting of 
the Rhode Island Bar Associa-
tion and printed in the Bar Jour-
nal. In addition the advisory com-
mittee has met with the bar presi-
dent to receive his comments. 
The committee has forwarded a 
final version to the Supreme 
Court. Rule changes resulting 
from this report will be proposed 
and published for comment by 
members of the bar. 
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Bench/Bar Meeting Highlights 
Mandatory Judicial Education 
In accordance with the court 
rule on mandatory continuing ju-
dicial education, all members of 
the Rhode Island Judiciary are re-
quired to complete ten hours of 
education each calendar year. 
The program is administrated by 
the Supreme Court Judicial Edu-
cation Commission chaired by 
Chief Justice Joseph R. 
Weisberger. The commission 
members include the Presiding 
and Chief Judges of the lower 
courts, several associate judges 
from all levels of the courts, and 
several administrators, who 
jointly develop the annual in-
house curricula. 
The 1996 in-house offerings 
were held at Roger Williams Uni-
versity. The spring conference 
was a hands-on Westlaw Train-
ing for Judges. The fall confer-
ence covered two subject areas: 
Genetics and Judicial Settlement 
Ethics. Additionally the entire Ju-
diciary participated in the Statu-
tory Bench/Bar Meeting held in 
Providence on June 20 and 21, 
1996. 
In supplementing the court-
sponsored programs, many 
judges elected voluntary profes-
sional development through their 
individual courts and through lo-
cal and nationally sponsored pro-
grams. A selected list of the pro-
gram titles is as follows: The 
Workers' Compensation Col-
lege, The INNS of Court, The 
Tri-State Regional Conference 
on Criminal Gangs, The 
Multicultural Center, The Wash-
ington County Bar Association, 
The R.I. Bar Association, The 
Legal Defense Clinic, The Na-
tional Council of Juvenile and 
Family Court Judges, The 
American Bar Association, The 
National Judicial College, The 
Roscoe Pound Foundation, and 
The New England Regional 
Appellate Judges Conference. 
It should be noted that many 
judges also volunteered their time 
to prepare and to teach continu-
ing legal-education courses for 
attorneys. 
Chief Justice Weisberger addresses the annual Bench/Bar 
meeting. He has chaired the Judicial Education Committee 
since 1971. 
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First Phase of New Statewide Criminal 
Justice Information System Initiated 
In July 1996, the court initi-
ated the first phase of a project 
to develop a new criminal- and 
juvenile-justice information sys-
tem connecting all the justice-sys-
tem agencies in the state: the 
courts, the Department of the At-
torney General, the Office of the 
Public Defender, the Department 
of Corrections (including proba-
tion and parole), the Department 
of Children, Youth and Families, 
and state and local law-enforce-
ment agencies. At present the 
court's outdated hardware and 
inadequate software make it im-
possible to transfer or share data 
in an organized and timely man-
ner among the various courts and 
other justice-system agencies. 
As a result, duplicate data on a 
case has to be entered at each 
stage in the process, and impor-
tant data is not readily available, 
factors that contribute to case-
processing delay. 
The project, entitled Justice 
Link or J-Link, is being coordi-
nated by a Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) named by the 
Policy Board of the Governor's 
Justice Commission in 1995. The 
committee, which includes rep-
resentatives from the court, the 
Legislature, and state and local 
criminal- and juvenile-justice 
agencies, has developed a plan 
for funding and implementing Jus-
tice Link over a four-year period 
using a combination of state and 
federal funds. The federal funds 
are available through the Byrne 
Memorial Drug Control and Sys-
tems Improvement Formula 
Grant Program. Recognizing the 
dire need for a comprehensive in-
formation system, state and local 
agencies that receive support 
from the Byrne grant have agreed 
that the federal funds allocated to 
them may be appropriated to this 
project for the next four years. 
In state fiscal year 1997 
(FY97) (July 1996-June 1997), 
the court will spend approxi-
mately $600,000 in federal and 
state funds for the first phase of 
J-Link. This will involve upgrad-
ing the WANG VS ($ 100,000), 
rewiring the Licht Judicial Com-
plex ($240,000) and the Garrahy 
Judicial Complex ($200,000), 
and purchasing network operat-
ing software ($50,000). In the 
next three fiscal years (FY98, 
FY99, FY00), the court will re-
wire the court complexes in Kent, 
Washington, and Newport coun-
ties, develop local and wide-area 
networks (LANS and WANS) 
to facilitate communication within 
the J-Link network purchase and 
install more than 275 personal 
computers and printers in the 
various courts, purchase and 
modify case-management soft-
ware for the courts, and provide 
training for all court personnel. 
The cost to establish the court 
component of J-Link is estimated 
at $6 million over four years, and 
an additional $3.5 million will be 
required to purchase hardware 
and software to link the other jus-
tice-system agencies to the 
court's information system. 
Justice Link builds on a plan 
to create a comprehensive crimi-
nal- and juvenile-justice informa-
tion system that was authorized 
by legislation in 1988. The legis-
lation provided an oversight com-
mittee and, as a funding mecha-
nism, instituted a surcharge on 
moving traffic violations and es-
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tablished a restricted receipt ac-
count to collect the funds. How-
ever, in an effort to balance the 
state budget, the General Assem-
bly and the Executive Depart-
ment subsequently eliminated 
most restricted-receipt accounts 
and restructured the flow of nu-
merous state surcharges and as-
sessments to the state's general 
account. As a result the court 
lost the $ 1.5 million per year rev-
enue stream that the assessment 
on traffic violations was generat-
ing. 
Also the funds accumulated 
in the restricted-receipt account 
established to support the crimi-
nal-justice computerization 
project were transferred to the 
state's general account. Justice 
Link has established an alterna-
tive source of funding and made 
it possible to address the infor-
mational needs identified in the 
1988 plan. 
1996 A Busy Year for 
RIJSS 
During 1996 RIJSS, the state 
court's computer center, under-
took many new projects in addi-
tion to supporting the existing sys-
tems in all court locations. 
The court's automated crimi-
nal case-tracking system was fully 
implemented in the Fourth Divi-
sion of the District Court by the 
first of the year, reducing the 
amount of paperwork that staff 
must handle. With this system de-
fendant information entered by 
the District Court is available to 
both the Office of the Attorney 
General and Superior Court on 
felony or appeal cases. 
Having reconfigured the 
statewide criminal warrant system 
to interface with the State Police 
information-sharing system, 
RIJSS allowed local police to 
look up warrants on a twenty-
four-hour basis. The court's sys-
tem now automatically forwards 
information to the State Police 
network when warrants are is-
sued, quashed, or modified. 
In Family Court, RIJSS be-
gan enhancing the juvenile system 
by adding new features that both 
reduce paperwork and provide 
more information to judges and 
case managers. Summons, sub-
poenas, and notices that were 
previously prepared by hand are 
now produced by the system. 
Automated juvenile case histories 
and face sheets now display the 
so called travel of the case from 
filing to current actions taken. 
The system also integrates the 
various petitions and related in-
cidents that a juvenile may have 
on a legal face sheet under the 
juvenile's court identification 
number. In addition, the Office 
of the Court Appointed Special 
Advocate now has a system that 
tracks juveniles under its jurisdic-
tion. This system serves the 
needs of both the attorneys in the 
office and the volunteers who 
monitor the progress of the juve-
niles involved in dependency/ne-
glect/abuse cases. A facilities-
tracking system also reports on 
the available treatment programs 
that can be tailored to the needs 
of the juvenile. 
When RIJSS installed per-
sonal computers in the Superior 
Court Case Scheduling Office in 
Providence this year, personnel 
were provided with a taste of the 
technology that will be in all court 
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offices in the future. Computer 
terminals were installed in the 
daily criminal calendar court-
room, one of the busiest in the 
state, enabling the judge and the 
clerk to inquire about defendants' 
criminal histories in a timely man-
ner and to support the fast-paced 
decisions that they must make. 
The clerk's office also received 
support in implementing on-line 
civil-forms generation. From a 
menu-selection screen and the 
entry of some basic data, the of-
fice now produces such forms as 
citations, executions, and notices 
that were previously prepared by 
hand. This system also saves the 
expense of having these forms 
professionally printed. 
The J-Link project, under the 
coordination of the Governor's 
Justice Commission, began to 
move ahead with meetings of the 
various criminal-justice agencies 
throughout the state to plan a 
comprehensive, integrated crimi-
nal-information system linked to 
the court system's database. In 
preparation for the new technol-
ogy the system will require, the 
court has begun to rebuild the in-
frastructure of existing systems 
with the rewiring of courthouses 
to support Local Area Networks 
(LANs) and PC-based configu-
rations. 
Going outside the realm of the 
courts for the first time, RIJSS 
has contracted with Legal Works 
On-Line to provide information 
on calendar schedules for civil 
and criminal cases in Superior 
Court. Attorneys with on-line 
capability can access this infor-
mation on a daily basis, thereby 
reducing the number of phone 
calls and visits to clerks' offices. 
Finally, a major project that 
RIJSS must complete in the next 
several years involves expanding 
the standard date fields in all sys-
tems to accept dates for the years 
2000 and following. So far only 
the juvenile system has been re-
tooled to handle these dates. 
It is anticipated that by the 
year 2000, J-Link will provide 
inter-communication among all 
elements of the criminal justice 
system, courts, attorney general, 
state and municipal police de-
partments, the department of cor-
rections, and other related agen-
cies. This will be accomplished 
by a combination of state and 
federal funding to obtain and uti-
lize the most modem and efficient 
technology. 
State Law Library Responds to 
Challenge of Electronic Age 
Legal publishing in the En-
glish-speaking world has been in 
existence for more than 500 
years, and until very recently the 
nation's law libraries have been 
dominated by shelf after shelf of 
traditional bound books. In the 
past twenty years, however, this 
seemingly settled world of legal 
publishing and research has ex-
perienced a profound shakeup. 
Even though the bound book is, 
and will remain, an important tool 
for legal research, it has increas-
ingly been supplemented by in-
formation in digital form, includ-
ing on-line databases, CD-ROM 
technology, and the Internet. The 
challenge for the State Law Li-
brary, and law libraries generally, 
in the electronic age involves the 
question of how successfully to 
integrate this variety of formats 
into a seamless array of resources 
that can be effectively utilized by 
members of the legal community 
and the general public. 
The State Law Library's most 
promising development in 1996 
was the introduction of the Internet 
as an integral legal reference tool. 
The rapid growth in the sheer num-
ber of Internet legal offerings, 
combined with the availability of 
user-friendly graphic interfaces, 
has ushered in a new era in the 
delivery of legal information. 
Moreover, the growth of Internet 
sites offering free access to a con-
siderable body of primary law 
(case, statutes, and regulations) 
promises to help offset the 
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financial pressures facing law li-
braries that must purchase pro-
prietary legal information from an 
increasingly consolidated legal-
publishing industry. Although 
Internet access is presently lim-
ited to the two computer termi-
nals available to the reference 
staff, the State Law Library hopes 
to provide public access in the 
near future. 
The year also witnessed the 
introduction of the LEXIS-
NEXIS on-line legal-research 
service as a supplement to 
WESTLAW, which has been part 
of the library's operations since 
1987. The library's collection of 
legal databases in the CD-ROM 
format rose to more than forty, 
with the addition of such tides as 
the Federal Reporter First Cir-
cuit Cases, American Jurispru-
dence Trials, American Jurispru-
dence Proof of Facts, and 
UCCSEARCH, a comprehen-
sive collection of materials on the 
Uniform Commercial Code. The 
library also began offering a se-
lected group of CD-ROM data-
bases to judges and other Su-
preme Court staff on the court's 
network. Future plans include 
making the most of the library's 
CD-ROM tides available to both 
court personnel and library pa-
trons on a CD-ROM jukebox 
server connected to this network. 
Over 1,200 new hardcover titles 
were also added to the library's 
collection in 1996. 
As a part of its broader edu-
cational mission, the State Law 
Library provides both individual 
and group instruction in legal re-
search and bibliography. Over 
the course of the year, the library 
staff provided instruction to 
classes from several area col-
leges and universities, as well as 
to secondary school educators 
through the Rhode Island Legal/ 
Educational Partnership's Sum-
mer Institute. Also, in response 
to rapidly escalating costs for le-
gal information, State Law librar-
ian Kendall Svengalis published 
the Legal Information Buyer's 
Guide and Reference Manual, a 
comprehensive consumer-ori-
ented guide to the purchase of 
legal information, which manual 
has been acquired by hundreds 
of law libraries across the coun-
try. 
Seated l-r: Colleen Hanna and Karen Quinn conduct a training session using the 
Internet as a law library resource. 
32 
Superior 
Court 
1996 REPORT O N THE JUDICIARY 
Superior Court Further Improves Caseflow 
Cases Filed 1986-1996 
20,000 
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A total of 15,926 civil and 
criminal cases were filed in the 
Superior Court in 1996, repre-
senting a 2-percent drop from 
1995. Felony filings rose 3 per-
cent statewide (from 6,045 to 
6,222) and were the highest in 
seven years whereas the number 
of misdemeanor-appeal filings 
dropped for the first time in three 
years (from 734 to 646). De-
spite the overall decline, it was 
another year of an abnormally 
high number of misdemeanor-
appeal filings in Washington 
County (303, a 28 percent in-
crease over last year's very high 
figure). 
Felony dispositions were up 
by 10 percent (5,570 to 6,110). 
The disposition rates for each 
county were as follows: 95 per-
cent in Providence County, 116 
percent in Kent County, and 115 
percent in Newport County. 
Washington County had the low-
est rate at 88 percent. 
Misdemeanor-appeal dispo-
sitions also rose this year. They 
increased 18 percent (698 to 
825). Further, more misde-
meanor appeals were disposed 
of than filed for the first time in 
three years, and in Kent, New-
port, and Washington Counties 
misdemeanor dispositions far ex-
ceeded the number filed. Al-
though there was a relatively high 
number of appeals pending at 
year's end (265), 1996 saw, 
with the exception of 1995, the 
lowest number exceeding ninety 
days (174) since 1979. The in-
crease in both felony and misde-
meanor dispositions has greatly 
contributed to clearing the back-
log of pending criminal cases. 
Civil dispositions (2,865) fell 
short of the number of cases as-
signed to the trial calendar 
(3,077), but the assigned civil 
case inventory of 4,508 at the 
close of the year was one of the 
lowest in the last sixteen years. 
The optimal time from filing a civil 
case to trial has been further re-
duced. In 1990 it took approxi-
mately five years; now in Provi-
dence County it takes just eigh-
teen months. 
Felony Filings vs. Dispositions 
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William A. Dimitri, Jr. Appointed Superior Court Associate Justice 
England School of Law in 1961. 
His law career included ser-
vice as a State Assistant Attor-
ney General from 1967 to 1973 
and as an assistant United States 
Attorney from 1973 to 1978. 
Prior to his appointment to the 
Superior Court, he practiced as 
a private attorney specializing in 
criminal law. 
On July 24,1996, Will-
iam A. Dimitri, Jr., be-
came the newest member 
of the Superior Court 
bench. A lifelong Rhode 
Islander, he was born in 
Cranston and graduated 
from LaSalle Academy in 
1948. After a two-year 
tour in the U.S. Army, he 
attended Providence 
College and Boston Uni-
versity. He received his 
law degree from New 
Associate Justice William A. Dimitri, Jr. 
Donna Petorella has the responsibility to enter the more than 2,000 juror 
evaluation responses into the program's database. 
Jurors Assist in Judicial Evaluations 
Evaluations of the Superior 
Court Judiciary continue to be a 
valuable tool by which to gauge 
judicial performance. The pro-
cess of attorneys' and jurors' 
completing questionnaires evalu-
ating a justice's performance fol-
lowing participation in a trial or a 
hearing has been very helpful to 
the court since its implementation 
by Presiding Justice Joseph F. 
Rodgers, Jr., in 1992. 
During 1996 over 2,200 ju-
rors and attorneys completed and 
returned these questionnaires, al-
lowing a clear picture to emerge 
highlighting the effectiveness of 
each justice's work. With 62 per-
cent of jurors and 57 percent of 
attorneys responding, the pro-
cess has been most worthwhile 
in allowing the court increased 
awareness of participants' im-
pressions after their experience 
in a courtroom proceeding. 
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Sentencing Guidelines to Be Modified 
By Administrative Order No. 
95-23, Presiding Justice Joseph F. 
Rodgers, Jr., created the Sentenc-
ing Study Committee. The com-
mittee is chaired by Associate 
Justice Francis J. Darigan, Jr., 
and is made up of justices of the 
Superior Court. The purpose of 
the committee is to examine the 
existing Sentencing Benchmarks 
found in the Court Rules volume 
of the Rhode Island General 
Laws and to determine which of 
these should be modified. The 
committee is also charged with 
recommending and drafting addi-
tional benchmarks as it deems 
Jurors' Handbook 
Revised 
A revised handbook for ju-
rors was published in July 1996 
and has been distributed to each 
individual appearing for jury duty. 
The booklet describes the civil 
and criminal trial process and out-
lines basic information about the 
courthouse, the jurors' lounge, 
and the jury rooms. A glossary 
of frequently used terms has been 
updated, and the juror-selection 
procedure is summarized. The 
new handbook facilitates the ori-
entation of new jurors and pro-
appropriate. A report outlining 
proposed changes has been com-
pleted by the committee and will 
be published in the March 1997 
issue of the Rhode Island Bar 
Journal. The resulting new set of 
sentencing guidelines should allow 
vides a continuing reference for 
all who serve in that capacity. 
A new jury commissioner, 
Joseph V. Conley, began service 
in July 1996 and has imple-
mented changes to enhance the 
process of qualifying a pool of 
jurors for the 1997-1998 court 
year. The Juror Qualification 
Questionnaire has been modified 
to include the alien registration 
f o r g rea t e r c o n s i s t e n c y in sen-
tences i m p o s e d and mor e accu-
rately reflect current judicial prac-
t ices in sentencing. 
number for noncitizens and the 
TTY telephone number to assist 
the hearing impaired. In addition, 
the "persons exempt from ser-
vice" phrase in the questionnaire 
has been revised so that it is 
clearer, and the print is larger. 
Nearly 50,000 questionnaires will 
be mailed out in March 1997. 
Superior Court has published two handbooks for staff and jurors and used the Bar Journal 
to disseminate revised sentencing guidelines. 
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One Day-One Trial Program Improves Jury Service 
Now that the one-day one 
trial program, implemented by 
Presiding Justice Joseph F. 
Rodgers, Jr., through the jury 
commissioner's office, includes 
Newport County as well as 
Washington County, a very favor-
able response has been received 
from those participating in it This 
system of requiring petit jurors to 
sit for either one day or the dura-
tion of one trial has been very 
successful in these two counties 
where the number and the length 
of jury trials tend to be least. 
Prospective jurors who are not 
selected to serve on a jury are 
dismissed at the end of their first 
day. 
In addition to easing the bur-
den of jury service for the indi-
vidual selected for jury duty, it is 
also a cost-saving measure, sav-
ing approximately $20,000 an-
nually in each of these two coun-
ties. Employers benefit as well 
since their employees are able to 
fulfill their civic obligation with a 
minimum of time taken away 
from work. 
Assistant Jury Commissioner Henry 
Vivier gives members of the juror 
pool an explanation of how a panel 
will be selected. 
Gun Court Continues to Draw National Attention 
Since its first day of opera-
tion on September 12,1994, the 
Rhode Island Gun Court has 
handled well over 400 cases. 
This unique, fast-track calendar 
for cases involving firearms has 
disposed of 433 cases as of De-
cember 31, 1996. 
During this twenty-seven-
month period, the program has 
continued to reduce the time re-
quired to see a gun case to its 
conclusion. Prior to the estab-
lishment of the Gun Court, the 
average time from filing to reso-
lution of a matter of this type was 
518 days, or nearly a year and a 
half. Today the average time to 
disposition is 128 days, just over 
four months. 
The Gun Court reflects the success of improving diversity in the courtroom as women 
represent two thirds of the participants. 38 
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Settlement Weeks an Effective Tool for 
Mediation and Arbitration Programs 
For the third year in a row 
the Arbitration Division has man-
aged both the court-annexed ar-
bitration program and the Settle-
ment Weeks, or mediation pro-
gram. Because of the continuing 
success of these two alternative 
dispute-resolution methods, the 
Superior Court has resolved 
more than 31 percent of its pend-
ing civil cases. 
Statewide 1,533 cases were 
certified to arbitration during 
1996 with nearly 1,000 awards 
filed by arbitrators. Through the 
efforts of the 379 arbitrators 
qualified by the Presiding Justice, 
595 cases were disposed. A to-
tal of $389,000 in arbitration fees 
was collected by the Arbitration 
Division; these funds were used 
to compensate the arbitrators. 
For the first time since the me-
diation program was initiated, 
three separate Settlement Weeks 
were held: one each in Provi-
dence, Washington, and New-
port Counties. Since the Provi-
dence Settlement Week was held 
for cases pending in Kent County 
as well, this was the first year that 
all counties statewide were 
scheduled to participate in me-
diation. Overseen by Associate 
Justice Alice B. Gibney, the me-
diation program was restricted 
this year to cases assigned to the 
trial calendar. There were 541 
cases submitted to the program 
altogether, and 470 were medi-
ated by the sixty attorneys who 
volunteered their time to serve as 
T h e s tatutory e l imina t ion of 
the pos i t ion of chief superv isory 
c le rk in July 1996 has p laced au-
thori ty fo r the c le rk ' s o f f i ce with 
t h e P r e s i d i n g J u s t i c e . T h e 
Gove rno r ' s appoin tment of Henry 
S. K inch . Jr., as c lerk of Provi -
d e n c e County , Jane M . A n t h o n y 
as c l e r k o f K e n t C o u n t y , a n d 
C o u r t l a n d R. C h a p m a n , Jr. , as 
c lerk of Wash ing ton County , and 
the reappointment of Anne Coll ins 
in N e w p o r t C o u n t y has b rough t a 
mediators. A total of 321 cases 
were disposed of through this 
process, representing 68 percent 
of those mediated. 
r enewed c o m m i t m e n t to service 
in the Super ior Cour t c le rk ' s of -
f ice . 
A user - f r iendly pol icy for the 
benef i t of the publ ic is n o w gov-
ern ing the daily opera t ing proce-
d u r e s in t h e c l e r k s ' o f f i c e s . 
L a r g e r a n d m o r e c o n s p i c u o u s 
s igns have been p laced outs ide 
cou r t room doors to al low greater 
ease in v i ewing pos ted calendars . 
The most f requent ly used civil ci-
tat ions are n o w access ible on the 
Clerk's Office Undergoes Changes 
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A busy staff of Superior Court Clerk's Office provides prompt service to the many 
attorneys who have business with court on the daily basis. (l-r) Mark Benjamin 
Dennis Sao Bento, Pat Picano, and Linda Parsons. 
Superior Court County Clerks (l-r) Henry S. Kinch, Jr., Providence County; Jane IV. 
Anthony. Kent County; Anne M. Collins, Newport County and Courtland R. Chapman, 
Jr., Washington County 
compute r to al low fas ter service 
fo r a t to rneys . In add i t ion , the 
c lerk ' s of f ice is n o w deve lop ing a 
library of sample civil complaints . 
At torneys , especia l ly new ones , 
will be able to v iew previous ly 
fi led compla in t s and use t h e m as 
a resource in draf t ing their o w n 
complaints. 
Wir ing has b e g u n that wil l 
modern ize the compu te r sys tem 
in the c lerks ' o f f ices . T h e c o m -
prehensive plan calls fo r compu t -
ers to be installed in every court -
room. They are current ly in sev-
eral out-county cour t rooms and in 
courtroom 9 (daily criminal calen-
dar) in Providence . 
More f requent staff mee t ings 
e n a b l e c o u r t p e r s o n n e l t o e x -
change ideas on h o w to improve 
service to the publ ic . T h e fou r 
county clerks meet regularly with 
the Superior Court deputy admin-
istrator to discuss and update court 
policies and procedures . 
U s e r - f r i e n d l i n e s s h a s a l s o 
m e a n t c o o p e r a t i o n w i t h o t h e r 
state d e p a r t m e n t s . T h e c l e r k ' s 
o f f i ce has worked ef fec t ive ly on 
p r o j e c t s w i t h t h e A t t o r n e y 
Genera l ' s depar tment , the 
Depar tment of H u m a n Services , 
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and the State Fugi t ive Task Force , 
as w e l l as the o t h e r c o u r t s in 
R h o d e I s l a n d ' s u n i f i e d c o u r t 
sys tem. 
14% Increase in 
Collections of Fines 
and Costs 
The collection of costs and 
fines also underwent some 
changes in 1996. Family Court 
General Master John J. O' Brien, 
Jr., was temporarily assigned to 
the Superior Court in October to 
perform a variety of duties, in-
cluding hearing cost- and fine-
collection calendars. These cal-
endars have been enlarged as has 
the collection unit's staff, and the 
results have been impressive. 
Collection revenues have in-
creased 14 percent statewide in 
the brief period since the changes 
were implemented. 
A total of $1,813,348.13 
was collected during the year. 
Also the State Fugitive Task 
Force and local police depart-
ments were instrumental in plan-
ning and executing the first cost 
and fine-warrant sweep. 
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"Know Your Court" 
Handbook Updated 
The brochure entitled Know 
Your Court has been extensively 
revised by the deputy 
administrator's office. The new 
format presents an informative 
handbook for anyone touring the 
courthouse or observing a trial. 
The jurisdiction of the Superior 
Court is described as is the case 
process for both civil and crimi-
John H. Barrette, Superior Court Deputy 
Administrator. 
nal cases. The special Gun Court 
calendar is discussed, and the ar-
bitration and mediation programs 
are outlined. Commonly used 
legal terms are defined, and the 
administration of the court is de-
scribed, as is the judicial selec-
tion process. Jury duty, for both 
the grand jury and the petit jury, 
is detailed, and the use of new 
technology has been noted. Fi-
nally, the location of the Superior 
Court's four courthouses is pro-
vided, with addresses and tele-
phone numbers for key person-
nel and a listing of the names of 
all twenty-two Superior Court 
judges. 
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Family Court Filings Continue Upward Spiral 
The results for 1996 showed 
a slight upturn in Family Court fil-
ings. The total filed in all catego-
ries (25,171) represented a 3.5 
percent increase compared to 
1995. Over the longer term 
Family Court filings have gone up 
at a higher rate. Between 1992 
and 1996 they rose by 16 per-
cent. and over a decade (1986-
1996) they climbed by 57 per-
cent. 
Juvenile petitions rep-
resent the largest cat-
egory, accounting for 
roughly 45 percent of all 
filings. In comparison 
with last year, juvenile 
petitions went up by 3.8 
percent, and over five 
years they climbed by 
21.4 percent. Three ar-
eas accounted for the 
growth in juvenile filings: 
adoption/guardianship 
petitions, violations, and 
wayward/delinquent pe-
titions. There were also 
two areas that declined 
this year: dependency/neglect/ 
abuse and termination-of-paren-
tal rights (TPR) petitions. 
Even though juvenile filings 
were higher overall, there were 
variations in the filing trends by 
county. Washington County saw 
a 7 percent increase over last 
year, and in five years the num-
ber filed jumped by over 65 per-
cent. In Providence and New-
port counties the increase from 
1995 was 4 and 6 percent, re-
spectively, and over five years the 
rate of growth was 23 percent. 
In contrast juvenile filings in Kent 
County showed a slight downturn 
between 1995 and 1996, and 
since 1992 they have declined by 
8 percent. 
On the domestic side divorce 
petitions courtwide were about 
on a par with last year's but were 
lower compared to 1992 by al-
most 3 percent. This modest de-
crease was due to slightly lower 
filings in both Providence and 
Newport Counties. On the other 
hand, divorce filings in both Kent 
and Washington Counties were 
at approximately the same level 
in 1996 as they were in 1992, 
although there were fluctuations 
in the intervening years. A sec-
ond category, domestic-abuse 
petitions, declined this year after 
increasing a year ago by about 6 
percent. The greatest difference 
appeared in Providence County, 
where the number of abuse peti-
tions dropped by almost 14 per-
cent. Abuse petitions also fell in 
both Washington and Kent 
Counties, but abuse filings in 
Newport County climbed to a 
five-year high. The other major 
category, child-sup-
port petitions, went 
up by almost 14 
percent this year. 
The number of sup-
port petitions filed 
tends to fluctuate 
from year to year. 
Wayward/delin-
quent adjudications 
did not keep pace 
with filings. The ad-
judication rate was 
highest in Newport 
County at 91.5 per-
cent. It was 89.7 
percent in Provi-
dence County, 88.3 percent in 
Kent County, and 87.8 percent 
in Washington County. However, 
despite the gap between filings 
and adjudications, the court still 
succeeded in reducing the num-
ber of cases pending at the trial 
stage in all four counties. In 
Providence County the number 
of wayward/delinquent cases 
pending trial dropped by 20 per-
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cent. It dropped by 13 percent 
in Kent County, by 39 percent in 
Newport County, and by 40 per-
cent in Washington County. This 
was the second year in a row that 
the court cut into the wayward/ 
d e l i n q u e n t - p e n d i n g - t r i a l 
caseload, and as a result over two 
years the total number of cases 
pending at the trial stage was re-
duced by 37 percent, from 970 
to 610. 
In addition, the number of 
wayward/delinquent cases over 
ninety days old at the trial stage 
was reduced from 306 to 208 in 
Providence County, from 17 to 
9 in Newport County, and from 
46 to 18 in Washington County. 
Only Kent County had a slight 
increase in the wayward/delin-
quent backlog (from 23 to 28). 
Furthermore, because of the con-
tinued reduction in the number of 
older wayward/delinquent cases, 
there was a significant drop this 
year in the average time to dis-
position. The average was up to 
150.6 days in 1995, and in 1996 
it fell to 101.3 days. 
Another area of the juvenile 
caseload that is monitored closely 
is the number and the age of the 
termination-of-parental-rights 
petitions pending on the con-
tested calendar in Providence 
County. The end of the year saw 
a significant drop in the number 
of pending petitions compared to 
a year ago, but the cases have 
grown older. Last year there 
were roughly twenty-nine fami-
nes with cases pending termina-
tion for more than a year, and they 
represented approximately 16 
percent of the total. This year 
there were sixty, double the num-
ber, and the cases in this category 
jumped to 48 percent of the to-
tal. The ultimate goal is to re-
duce the waiting time so that 
cases can be disposed of within 
the six months mandated by 
statute. 
In July 1996 the Family 
Court initiated a new case-man-
agement program for divorce 
cases in Providence County. 
During the first six months of the 
new program approximately 73 
percent of the cases filed initially 
selected the nominal track. How-
ever, of those reaching their hear-
ing date before the end of the year, 
roughly 38 percent switched to 
the contested track. Through 
December 602 cases in the pro-
gram were disposed as nominals, 
and none of the contested cases 
had yet reached the trial stage. 
The counties succeeded in almost 
eliminating any divorce cases 
pending on the contested calen-
dar for over a year. Both Kent 
and Newport Counties ended the 
year with no cases in this cat-
egory, and Washington County 
had only two. Divorce cases filed 
prior to July 1 are still handled 
under the old system in Provi-
dence County, and for this group 
of cases there was an increase in 
the number over a year old on 
the contested calendar. 
Wayward/Delinquent Cases Over 90 Days Old 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Newport—»—Washington Kent y— Providence 
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Court Initiates Two-Track Case-Processing 
System for Domestic Relations Cases 
In early 1996 Chief Judge 
Jeremiah S. Jeremiah, Jr., issued 
Family Court Administrative Or-
der No. 96-2. This order estab-
lishes a two-track case-process-
ing system for all divorce filings 
in Providence County. On July 
1,1996, the new caseflow sys-
tem went into effect. 
The order establishes a nomi-
nal track and a contested track 
for divorce cases. At the time of 
filing, the plaintiffs counsel is re-
quired to designate the case for 
placement on one of these two 
tracks. On the nominal track a 
matter is scheduled for a dispo-
sition hearing eleven weeks from 
the date of filing. Cases placed 
on the contested track are as-
signed to a specific judge at the 
time of filing. The judge will 
handle this case until it is dis-
posed. This procedure mini-
mizes continuances and enhances 
the judge's familiarity with the is-
sues in the case, which can re-
duce the time to disposition. A 
case on the contested track is 
scheduled for a court hearing fif-
teen weeks from the date of fil-
ing, a closure date for all discov-
ery and motions is scheduled 
thirty-two weeks after filing, and 
pretrial and trial dates are sched-
uled within five weeks of the clo-
sure date. 
In September 1995 the Na-
tional Center for State Courts is-
sued its final report assessing the 
Family Court's case-processing 
and management-information 
system. This report recom-
mended that the court implement 
a two-track case-processing sys-
tem for divorce matters. In re-
sponse to this recommendation, 
the Chief Judge established the 
Family Court Bench/Bar Liaison 
Committee. This committee was 
chaired by the Chief Judge and 
included representatives from the 
Family Court, the Family Court 
Bench/Bar Committee, and the 
Administrative Office of State 
Courts. The committee's work 
resulted in Administrative Order 
No. 96-2. 
To assist in operating this 
case-processing system, the 
Chief Judge reassigned court staff 
to create an Office of Case Man-
agement. In addition, the court 
embarked on an education-and-
awareness campaign to address 
issues related to the implementa-
tion of this initiative. This project 
included meetings with judges, 
court staff, and members of the 
Family Court Bench/Bar Com-
mittee, as well as presenting this 
issue at the 1996 Rhode Island 
Bar Association Meeting. 
The court 's experience 
with this process in the second 
half of 1996 has been positive. 
Approximately 75 percent of 
the cases filed in Providence 
County initially selected the nomi-
nal track. Of the total number of 
cases scheduled for a hearing in 
19%, more than 80 percent were 
disposed. In 19% a limited num-
ber of contested cases reached 
the stage of a court hearing; 
therefore, meaningful statistics 
are not available. 
Jeanne Shepard and Chief Judge Jeremiah (seated) renew information on the two-
track domestic relations cast processing system with Ed Campbell of the court's ease 
management office and Court Administrator George DiMuro (right). 
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Court Receives Second-Year Award for Child-Protection Cases 
In July 1996 the Supreme 
Court received a second-year 
award under the Family Preser-
vation and Support Act: Grants 
for State Courts. This four-year 
grant program is administered by 
the United States Department of 
Human Services. The court must 
provide a 25 percent cash match, 
and the funds are earmarked for 
the Family Court to improve the 
handling of child-pro-
tection cases. The 
grant requires using the 
funds to implement rec-
ommendations con-
tained in an assessment 
of the Family Court 
prepared by the Na-
tional Center for State 
Courts in 1995. 
Recognizing the in-
creasing demands on 
the court particularly in 
child-protection cases, 
the Rhode Island Gen-
eral Assembly created 
a new judicial position 
in the Family Court in 
late 1994. This allowed for as-
signment of a third judge to the 
child-protection calendar in 
Providence County but at the 
same time created the need for 
the Office of the Public Defender 
to assign another attorney. 
Therefore, the court is using part 
of the second-year award to sup-
port an additional attorney in the 
Office of the Public Defender. 
The additional judge and 
public defender, in place since the 
fall of 1995, have had a positive 
impact on the court's child-pro-
tection calendar. For example, 
in December 1995 the number 
of families with pending termina-
tion-of-parental-rights petitions in 
Providence County was 180, 
and a year later this number was 
reduced to 121, a decrease in 
pending cases of 32 percent. In 
addition the number of child-pro-
tection petitions adjudicated 
Mark Camara discusses new child-protective case management reports 
with Chief Judge Jeremiah (center) and Family Court Administrator 
George DiMuro. 
statewide in 1995 was 2,759, 
and in 1996 it rose to 3,134, an 
increase of 13.6 percent. 
One recommendation in the 
assessment by the National Cen-
ter was that the court utilize its 
computer capabilities more fully 
to streamline case processing and 
enhance case management. 
Therefore, the court is allocating 
the balance of the second-year 
grant funds to hire a computer 
programmer to modify the court's 
outdated software. 
To assist in this effort, the 
Chief Judge established a com-
mittee to analyze case process-
ing in the juvenile court clerk's 
office. The committee is chaired 
by Family Court Administrator 
George N. DiMuro and includes 
Family Court staff as well staff 
from the Administrative office of 
State Courts. The committee rec-
ommended automating several 
outdated forms and 
procedures, and the 
Chief Judge has ap-
proved and imple-
mented these changes. 
The forms that were 
redesigned include the 
juvenile petitions, the 
child-protective sum-
mons, and the juvenile-
placement citation. In 
addition, the juvenile 
summons now is sys-
tem generated rather 
than typed. The sys-
tem also now gener-
ates a file face sheet 
and a case history that 
provide the judge and the court 
staff with an organized and com-
plete overview of the involvement 
of the juvenile in the Family 
Court. 
The Chief Judge also asked 
the committee to develop several 
basic case-management reports 
to allow the court to review its 
performance and to plan for the 
future. The committee plans to 
have the reports on-line by the 
fall of 1997. 
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Juvenile Services 
The Juvenile Services De-
partment is responsible for 
screening all wayward and de-
linquent petitions (except emer-
gencies) filed in the Family Court 
Staff members use case-screen-
ing criteria and an interview with 
the juvenile and his or her family 
to determine if the matter can be 
handled without a formal court 
hearing. In such cases the staff 
develop an individualized, mean-
ingful disposition with the juve-
nile. the parents, the victim, and 
the school (when appropriate). 
The disposition can include su-
pervision. counseling, restitution, 
community service, curfew, a re-
ferral to community-based pro-
grams, and/or a requirement to 
attend school. The young per-
son and his or her family must 
adhere to the disposition to avoid 
court action. In 1996 the Juve-
nile Services Department dis-
posed of 2,287 of the 7,785 
wayward and delinquent peti-
tions filed in the Family Court. 
Thus the unit resolved approxi-
mately 30 percent of all way-
ward/delinquent filings without 
any involvement in the formal 
court process. 
In addition, a special unit 
within the Juvenile Services De-
partment the Youth Diversionary 
Unit, serves as a community-out-
reach unit. Field workers in this 
unit generally handle matters that 
involve juveniles who disobey 
parental rules, do not attend 
school, or are presenting other 
problems that require ongoing su-
Department Institutes Restitution Program 
pervision. In an effort to assist and their families deal with a mul-
titude of issues. One example, 
the Truancy-Court Advisory 
Task Force created by the Chief 
Judge works with school person-
nel and community agencies to 
develop criteria to assist school 
districts in responding to the 
problem of juveniles who fail to 
attend school. Another example, 
the Governor's Juvenile-Justice 
Task Force, addresses a wide 
range of juvenile-justice and 
child-protective issues. The task 
force will present its findings to 
the Governor in the fall of 1997. 
In addition to addressing is-
sues related to juvenile justice, the 
department and the Narragansett 
the juvenile and his or her fam-
ily, the department works closely 
with numerous state and com-
munity-based agencies That 
provide a wide range of services 
including evaluations, family and 
individual counseling, sub-
stance-abuse treatment, educa-
tional programs, recreation ac-
tivities, and other support ser-
vices. 
To address victim issues 
and restitution, the Chief Judge 
and the State Court Administra-
tor created an investigator post 
within this department. The in-
vestigator assists the Family 
Court in determining the amount 
of restitu-
tion owed 
to victims 
and moni-
tors pay-
ments and 
c o m m u -
nity-ser-
vice hours 
assigned to 
juvenile of-
fenders. In 
1996, the 
first year of 
this initia-
Ron Pirolli (left) and Ted Rodgers develop a payment schedule to 
provide restitution to a victim. 
tive, the investigator handled al-
most 350 matters, collected 
over S15.000 in restitution, and 
monitored hundreds of hours of 
community service. 
Staff members also serve on 
committees and task forces 
aimed at developing policies and 
programs to help young people 
Council of the Boy Scouts of 
America coordinate a judicial ex-
plorers' program. The program 
is open to high school students 
and provides them with an op-
portunity to learn about and ex-
plore careers in the justice sys-
tem. 
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Family Court staff member Leah Hoffman in court space redesigned for 
court-ordered supervised child-parent visits. 
Family Service Department Expands Services 
In 1996 the Family Services 
Department assumed responsibil-
ity for supervising certain juveniles 
placed on home confinement. In 
these cases the staff monitors the 
juvenile's compliance with the 
home-confinement plan and pro-
vides the court and the Depart-
ment of the Attorney General with 
reports on the juvenile's progress 
while in the community. 
In addition to this responsibil-
ity, the unit continues to provide 
the court with information to as-
sist in decision making on such is-
sues as custody, visitation, and 
child support. During 1996 the 
staff conducted 1,207 investiga-
tions involving child support, visi-
tation, and custody issues, minors 
requesting permission to marry, 
and stepparent adoptions. The in-
formation obtained through inves-
tigations assists judges in resolv-
ing these matters in a fair and 
timely manner. 
The department also provides 
services to help individuals and/or 
families cope during difficult and 
stressful times. Such services in-
clude family and alcohol counsel-
ing, mediation for divorcing par-
ties, investigations in child-support 
cases, and supervision in certain 
cases involving child visitation. 
Administering court-ordered 
drug/alcohol screening tests is an-
other responsibility of the de-
partment. Those who participate 
in these services either are ordered 
to do so by the court or may vol-
untarily seek this assistance, even 
if they are not involved in the court 
system. In 1996 the department 
provided family or individual coun-
seling in twenty-nine cases, and 
substance-abuse counseling in 
thirty-one cases. In addition, the 
staff conducted alcohol assess-
ments in twenty-four cases, ad-
ministered 597 substance-abuse 
urine screens ordered by Family 
Court judges, 93 random urine 
screens, and 75 immediate urine 
screens. 
Trained mediators within 
the unit handled sixteen court-or-
dered mediations. During these 
sessions the mediators and the 
parents focus on the reorganiza-
tion of the family along positive 
lines while, when appropriate, in-
volving both parents in the lives of 
their children. 
The unit also provided su-
pervision in forty-five cases in-
volving court-ordered parent-
child visitation. In addition to pro-
viding 593 hours of supervision to 
these families, the staff must com-
plete the necessary reports for the 
court and the Department of 
Child, Youth and Families. 
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Court Appointed Special Advocate Program 
Assumes Additional Responsibilities 
The statewide Court-Ap-
pointed Special Advocate 
(CASA) Program provides assis-
tance to children who are victims 
of abuse and neglect and are in-
volved with the Department of 
Children, Youth and Families. 
Staff attorneys, social workers, 
and volunteer advocates conduct 
extensive independent investiga-
tions and provide the court with 
recommendations based on the 
best interest of the child. The ad-
vocates and the CASA staff 
also monitor the progress of the 
child's case through the Family 
Court and the child-welfare sys-
tem. The advocate is often the 
only person who is consistently in-
volved in the child's life during this 
period. 
In 1996 CASA assumed ad-
ditional responsibilities. The four 
social workers in the office now 
serve as liaisons for children 
placed in residential facilities 
through the Department of Chil-
dren, Youth and Families, includ-
ing juveniles placed in the Rhode 
Island Training School. The staff 
members attend treatment team 
meetings, discharge planning 
meetings, and maintain regular 
contact with the youth placed in 
these facilities. This initiative en-
sures that youth are placed in ap-
propriate facilities, receive the nec-
essary treatment while in these fa-
cilities, and have support services 
in place upon return to the com-
munity. 
In addition, the CASA office 
and the court's computer division 
(RIJSS) completed a project that 
allows the program to manage its 
caseload more effectively. This ini-
tiative has linked the office with the 
Family Court's juvenile informa-
tion system and provided an au-
tomated tracking system for inter-
nal case management. 
In 1996 the judges referred 
1,828 petitions to the CASA pro-
gram. Of that total, 1,388 peti-
tions alleged abuse and/or neglect, 
298 were petitions for termination 
of parental rights, and 142 peti-
tions alleged dependency. The 
Providence/Bristol County office 
received 1,476 of these petitions; 
Kent County, 184; Washington 
County, 106; and Newport 
County, 62. 
Child protective cases often 
remain open in the Family Court 
for as long as several years. 
Therefore, the number of children 
represented by the program far 
exceeds the number of cases re-
ferred each year. At any given 
time, the program represents ap-
proximately 3,800 children. 
Participation by trained volun-
teer advocates in the program is a 
crucial component of CASA. A 
new volunteer coordinator joined 
the CASA staff in 1996, which 
enabled the program to expand its 
recruitment and retention efforts. 
Currently, the program has 175 
volunteers. Each advocate must 
participate in an extensive orien-
tation and training program prior 
to being assigned to work with 
children. In addition, the CASA 
Volunteer Advisory Board and 
the CASA staff provide on-going 
training to volunteers. 
Millie Caranci (left) and Cheryl Robinson-
Roberts review a case file prior to a court 
hearing. 
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Child Support Collections Increase Dramatically 
Peg Morrison (left) and Linda Anderson check one of the thou-
sands of child-support checks received each day. 
Family Court child-support 
collections in 1996 increased by 
almost 10 percent over 1995. 
This considerable increase con-
tinues a trend that began more 
than a decade ago. In 1995 col-
lections totaled $41 million, and 
they increased to over $45 mil-
lion in 1996. The chart below 
depicts the increase in collections 
since 1986, as well as the amount 
collected during each of the last 
five years. This information re-
veals that collections have in-
creased almost 50 percent in the 
last five years, from $30,140,095 
collected in 1991 to 
$45,184,509 in 1996. Further-
more, collections have increased 
a dramatic 277 percent in the 
past ten years. 
The funds collected through 
this initiative are used to reim-
burse the State of Rhode Island 
for the benefits paid to custodial 
parents to 
support their 
children un-
der the Aid 
to Depen-
dent Children 
program of 
the Depart-
ment of Hu-
man Ser-
vices. In ad-
dition, the 
federal gov-
ernment sup-
ports the en-
forcement of 
child-support orders by reim-
bursing Rhode Island for 66 per-
cent of expenses directly related 
to child-support collection and 
enforcement. These expenses 
include staff salaries, fringe ben-
efits, telephone services, and 
computer costs. 
The state also receives fed-
eral reimbursement for various 
indirect expenses related to ad-
ministrative services provided by 
the Family Court, the Adminis-
trative Office of State Courts, 
and certain executive-department 
agencies such as the personnel of-
fice, the budget office, and the 
office of accounts and controls. 
In 1996 the state received over 
$800,000 in federal reimburse-
ment 
In 1995 the General Assem-
bly enacted legislation to 
strengthen the state's commit-
ment to the enforcement of child-
support orders. The Rhode Is-
land Full Enforcement of Support 
Obligations Act, R.I.G.L. §15-
11.1-1 to -12, allows the state 
to revoke certain state-issued 
licenses held by individuals not in 
compliance with court orders of 
child support. This act provides 
for revocation of a license to op-
erate or to register a motor ve-
hicle and licenses that allow an 
individual to engage in a profes-
sion, an occupation, a business, 
or an industry. This act has had 
a significant impact on the court's 
workload in this area (see related 
article). 
FAMILY COURT 
CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS 
Year Amount Collected 
1986 $11,957,881 
1992 $30,140,095 
1993 $32,701,420 
1994 $35,912,512 
1995 $41,157,048 
1996 $45,184,509 
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Program Offered to Assist Divorcing Parents 
The Family Court and St. 
Mary's Home for Children con-
tinue to offer an educational pro-
gram to help parents reduce the 
trauma their children experience 
during and after a divorce. A di-
vorce has been identified as one 
of the most stressful situations an 
adult can face. It also is recog-
nized that the breakup of a mar-
riage is a traumatic event in the 
life of a child. This educational 
program, entitled "Divided Yet 
United," is a five-hour evening 
program that is conducted in two 
sessions at the Garrahy Judicial 
Complex. The program ad-
dresses issues such as adult com-
munication skills, parent-child 
communication, discipline, and 
conflict resolution, as well the 
impact of divorce at the various 
stages in a child's development. 
Facilitated by two presenters, the 
sessions utilize a multimedia 
format that includes the use of 
videos, role playing, and group 
participation. 
All parents who file for a di-
vorce and who have minor chil-
dren receive information on the 
program from the domestic 
clerk's office. In addition, St. 
Mary's encourages attorneys to 
provide information on the pro-
gram to their clients. Parents at-
tend this course on a voluntary 
basis or are ordered to attend by 
the court. Participants pay a slid-
ing fee up to $25 based on in-
come; in 1996 approximately 25 
percent of the participants paid 
less than the full fee. 
Forty-eight parents partici-
pated in one of the four sessions 
of Divided Yet United that were 
held in 1996. This number of par-
ticipants is lower than the num-
ber that participated in 1995, 
when more than eighty parents 
attended the four sessions. How-
ever, since more than thirty par-
ents registered for the first ses-
sion in 1997, it is anticipated that 
eighty to ninety parents will at-
tend the program next year. 
Participants complete an 
anonymous evaluation at the end 
of the program, and on the basis 
of their responses it appears they 
find it very helpful. Ninety-six 
percent indicated that their 
knowledge about families and 
divorce increased after attending 
the program. 93 percent stated 
that they would recommend the 
program to others, and 74 per-
cent agreed that the program 
should be mandatory for all those 
parents who are in the process 
of a divorce and have minor chil-
dren. 
Pat Olney, Staff Director (r) and assistant Joan Toste of St. Mary's Home are 
responsible for coordinating the "Divided Yet United" parent education program. 
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Court-Annexed Divorce Mediation Expands 
The Family Court has estab-
lished a mediation program as an 
alternative to divorce litigation. 
Studies have shown that media-
don can save court and attorney 
costs and provide greater satis-
faction to the parties by assisting 
them in achieving a self-deter-
mined resolution to their divorce. 
Chief Judge Jeremiah S. 
Jeremiah, Jr., named a commit-
tee early in 1994 to make me-
diation more widely available to 
divorcing parties. It was made 
up of both attorney and 
nonattorney mediators and was 
responsible for developing the 
rules and procedures that govern 
court-annexed mediation, includ-
ing the qualifications for court-
approved mediators. The pro-
gram was implemented by an ad-
ministrative order issued by the 
Chief Judge in November 1994, 
and it began formally in Febru-
New Support 
In 1996 the Family Court 
began conducting compliance 
hearings pursuant to legislation 
recently enacted by the General 
Assembly. The Rhode Island Full 
Enforcement of Support Obliga-
tions Act, R.I.G.L. §15-11.1-1 
to -12, allows the state to revoke 
certain state-issued licenses held 
by individuals not in compliance 
with court orders of child sup-
port. The legislation is aimed at 
strengthening the state's commit-
ment to the enforcement of child-
support orders. This act provides 
for revocation of a license to op-
erate or to register a motor ve-
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ary 1995 with the publication of 
the first list of approved media-
tors. To encourage the use of this 
alternative, the court sends di-
vorcing parties a brochure on the 
benefits of mediation, the list of 
approved mediators, and also a 
brochure on a parenting-during-
divorce education program. 
At the end of 1996 there 
were seventy-seven on the list 
of court-approved mediators. A 
survey of these individuals indi-
cated that during the year they 
initiated a total of 165 mediations. 
Of this number, almost one half 
resulted in an agreement and an-
other quarter were still continu-
ing. This was approximately a 
26 percent increase over the 
number of mediations reported in 
1995(131). 
Rhonda Salome reviews court-approved divorce mediation list with Chief Judge Jeremiah 
(center) and Court Administrator George DiMuro. 
Act Requires Compliance Hearings 
hide and licenses that allow an 
individual to engage in a profes-
sion, an occupation, a business, 
or an industry. On the basis of 
this legislation the Division of 
Taxation-Child Support Enforce-
ment Section serves notice to an 
individual who is not in compli-
ance with court-ordered child 
support. The individual must be 
ninety days or more in arrears 
before the division takes action. 
Within twenty days of the notice, 
an individual may request in writ-
ing a hearing before the Family 
Court to contest the issue of com-
pliance. By certified mail the Fam-
ily Court notifies the individual of 
the date of the compliance hear-
ing. At this hearing the only is-
sues under consideration are 
those of whether a valid court 
order of child support exists and 
whether the person is ninety days 
or more in arrears on that order. 
If the court makes a finding of 
noncompliance, the Division of 
Taxation notifies the appropriate 
licensing board or agency. In 
October 1996 Chief Judge 
Jeremiah S. Jeremiah, Jr., ap-
pointed Stephen J. Capineri as a 
master to handle these hearings, 
as well as other matters as as-
signed by the Chief Judge. 
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Two Masters Added to Family Court 
In 1996 two masters were 
appointed to the Family Court to 
address increasing workloads. 
Family Court Chief Judge 
Jeremiah S. Jeremiah. Jr.. named 
Everett C. Sammartino as a court 
master on February 12,1996, and 
Stephen J. Capineri was sworn in 
by the Chief Judge on October 
10, 1996. 
Master Sammartino was bom 
in Providence, attended the Ad-
miral Farragut Naval Academy in 
New Jersey, and was graduated 
from Brown University in 1953. 
He received his law degree from 
Boston University in 1956 and 
was admitted to practice law in 
Rhode Island that same year. 
Master Sammartino was in pri-
vate practice for thirteen years 
before being appointed an assis-
tant United States Attorney in 
1969. He served in the Office of 
the United States Attorney until 
his appointment as a master in the 
Family Court. As an assistant 
United States Attorney, Master 
Sammartino served as the interim 
United States Attorney in 1977 
and as the chief of the civil divi-
sion and the supervisory assistant 
to the United States Attorney. In 
addition. Master Sammartino has 
extensive teaching experience. 
He has served as a lecturer and 
an instructor at the United States 
Department of Justice Advocacy 
Institute and at Roger Williams 
University School of Continuing 
Education. 
Since his appointment 
to the court Master Sammartino 
has presided over the domestic 
abuse calendar and the domestic 
nominal calendar. He also has 
handled adoption, juvenile, re-
ciprocal, and paternity matters. 
Master Capineri is a lifelong 
Rhode Islander. He was born in 
Pawtucket and was graduated 
from St. Raphael Academy in 
1972 and Providence College in 
1976. Master Capineri earned 
his law degree in 1979 from Suf-
folk University. Prior to his ap-
pointment to the Family Court, 
Master Capineri practiced law 
for seventeen years. He also 
prosecuted juvenile matters for 
the city of Pawtucket from 1985 
to 1991, served as a guardian ad 
litem in the Family Court and was 
a probate judge for the city of 
East Providence from 1985 until 
he was appointed a master in the 
Family Court. 
Since his appointment 
Master Capineri has presided 
over compliance hearings pur-
suant to the recently enacted 
Rhode Island Full Enforcement 
of Support Obligations Act. 
Under this act the state may re-
voke professional licenses (in-
cluding drivers' licenses) of in-
dividuals who are more than 
ninety days in arrears on child-
support payments (see related 
story). In addition, Master 
Capineri assists on the juvenile 
and child-protective calendars. 
Master Stephen J. Capineri 
Master Everett C. Sammartino. Sr. 
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District Court Filings Mixed 
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District Court filings in-
creased slightly in 1996 com-
pared to the previous two years. 
The total number of cases filed 
courtwide was 68,361, which 
represents about a 1 percent in-
crease over 1995 and almost a 2 
percent increase over 1994. 
However, filings were lower in 
comparison to five years ago. In 
1992 filings totaled 87,498 (at 
that time criminal charges rather 
than criminal cases were 
counted), and if one uses the 
same method of counting, there 
were 81,731 filings this year, a 
difference of 5,767, or 6.5 per-
cent 
Filing results varied some-
what by division. Filings in the 
Second Division rose by 8 per-
cent and were at their highest level 
in five years. They were margin-
ally higher than 1995 in the Third 
and the Sixth Divisions, increas-
ing by roughly 1 percent in the 
Third Division and by 2 percent 
in the Sixth Division. On the 
other hand, filings fell by almost 
11 percent in the Fourth Division. 
The results also varied some-
what by case category. The 
small increase in filings this year 
in relation to the past two years 
was due to growth in the civil 
caseload. Compared to 1995, 
regular civil filings climbed by 
over 6 percent and small claims 
rose by over 2 percent. In both 
categories the increases were 
spread across three of the four 
divisions. Regular civil filings 
were higher in the Second, the 
Third, and the Sixth Divisions, 
and small claims rose in the Sec-
ond, the Third, and the Fourth 
Divisions. 
The increase in civil filings 
was enough to offset a slight de-
cline in the criminal caseload this 
year. Courtwide misdemeanor 
filings fell by almost 1 percent, 
and felony filings decreased by 
over 3 percent. Again these re-
sults extended to three divisions. 
In the Second and the Third Di-
visions the decrease was only 
marginal in comparison with last 
year. However, the difference 
was more pronounced in the 
Fourth Division where misde-
meanor filings fell 16 percent. In 
contrast, misdemeanor filings 
took a different turn in the Sixth 
Division, rising by almost 3 per-
cent. 
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The District Court handles 
two additional types of cases, re-
straining orders for abuse and ad-
ministrative appeals, and both cat-
egories had fewer filings than in 
1995. 
Disposition results for 1996 
suggest that the District Court 
continues to be current in terms 
of handling small claims in at 
least three divisions. The Third. 
Fourth, and Sixth Divisions dis-
posed of more small claims than 
were filed, whereas the Second 
Division reported a disposition 
rate of 90 percent. The results 
also suggest that the court is 
meeting its goal for the dispo-
sition of misdemeanor cases, at 
least in the divisions where this 
information is available. Two 
divisions, the Second and the 
Third, reported that they had no 
misdemeanors pending over 60 
days old at the end of the year. 
In the Fourth Division there 
were fourteen cases, or roughly 
9 percent of the caseload, pend-
ing over 60 days, but this divi-
sion had two cases that were 
over 180 days old. The Fourth 
Division disposed of 96 percent 
of the misdemeanor caseload 
within 60 days. At this time there 
is no accurate information on the 
pending misdemeanor caseload in 
the Sixth Division. However. 88 
percent of the misdemeanors dis-
posed of in this division were 
handled within 60 days, and 96 
percent were handled within 180 
days. 
Dispositions for civil cases 
varied widely by division. The 
Second and Fourth Divisions dis-
posed of more cases than were 
filed, which suggests that these 
divisions continued to clear their 
backlogs of inactive cases. The 
disposition rate in the Sixth Divi-
sion was 86 percent and was 76 
percent in the Third Division. 
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Chief Judge Conducts Extensive Review of Bail Commissioner 
Program 
Bail commissioners are mem-
bers of the bar who are empow-
ered to set bail for all offenses 
other than those punishable by life 
imprisonment, to issue warrants, 
and to commit those defendants 
who are arrested in default of 
bail to the Adult Correctional 
Institutions. After conducting a 
thorough review of all facets of 
the District Court's use of bail 
commissioners, Chief Judge 
Albert E. DeRobbio initially 
discharged all existing appointees 
and then reorganized the pro-
gram. The reorganization effec-
tively replaced justices of the 
peace with bail commissioners. 
Justices of the peace are ap-
pointed by the Governor or Sec-
retary of State, whereas bail com-
missioners, by state statute, are 
named by the Chief Judge of the 
District Court. As a result all bail 
commissioners will now be con-
ducting the duties of their offices 
are in conformance with require-
ments established by the District 
Court. Bail commissioners will 
be assigned to specific divisions 
of the District Court. Addition-
ally there will be nine statewide 
bail commissioners, and each di-
vision will have a regional coor-
dinator. This new organizational 
structure will encourage rotation 
of the bail commissioners, and the 
coordinator as well. 
On August 5, 1996, ap-
proximately seventy bail com-
missioners were sworn into of-
fice en masse following a train-
ing seminar specifically convened 
for appointees. 
Reorganization of the program resulted in the swearing in of all reappointed Bail Commissioners 
who pose on the steps of the Garrahy Judicial Complex. 
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Fourth Division Institutes 
Criminal-Case Tracking System 
After an intensive data-entry effort over a two-
month period, the Fourth Division came on line and 
was added to District Court's criminal case-track-
ing system (Promis) on January 1,1996. The Fourth 
Division serves Washington County. There are now 
two divisions with fully automated, criminal case-
tracking capability, the Fourth and Sixth Divisions. 
Working under the direction of Supervising 
Deputy Clerk RoseMary Cantley, the Fourth Divi-
sion staff worked nights and weekends to backload 
approximately 4,000 cases, with many cases re-
quiring up to fifteen entries. Employees from the 
Sixth Division, based in Providence, provided in-
valuable assistance in ensuring that the system was 
operational and on-line at the start of the year. The 
initiative also received assistance from two of the 
court's management information-system staff mem-
bers, John Clifford and Dennis Morgan, who de-
veloped an operations manual and provided train-
ing. 
The effort provided immediate benefits to Fourth 
Division court employees, defendants, and attor-
neys. Instead of sifting through records manually, 
which often took about a half hour and usually in-
volved a call back, court employees now call up 
the record on the computer terminal and handle re-
quests for information in a matter of minutes. In 
addition, calendars and statistical reports that were 
previously prepared manually are now produced 
automatically by the system. Although the imple-
mentation required many hours of hard work, the 
clerk's office has found that computerization has 
made its daily routines much easier. 
60 
The recently constructed McGrath Judicial Complex serves Washington County and houses the 
4th Division of District Court. 
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Pending Caseload Continues Downward Trend 
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As in the past five years the 
Workers' Compensation Court 
disposed of more cases than it 
took in during 1996. New peti-
tions totaled 8,369 for the year, 
and the number disposed of was 
8,831. As a result, the court con-
tinued to reduce the pending 
caseload. By the end of the year 
the number of pending cases had 
dropped to 3,087, which was al-
most a 13 percent reduction in 
comparison with 1995 and a 34 
percent reduction in comparison 
with 1992. 
One factor in the court's suc-
cess was the continuing decline 
in case filings, a trend attributed 
to the 1992 Workers' Compen-
sation Reform Act, the general 
economy, and the efficiency of the 
court. Case filings were lower in 
1996 for the fifth consecutive 
year, with filings down by 12 per-
cent from 1995 and 45 percent 
since 1992. A review of petitions 
by case type shows that em-
ployer petitions decreased by the 
widest margin. Compared to five 
years ago the number of petitions 
filed by employers dropped by 
over 50 percent. Employee pe-
titions also have declined 
steadily. In the same five-year 
period petitions of this type de-
creased by 34 percent. 
A breakdown of dispositions 
shows that, as in the past, the 
majority of cases (58 percent) 
were disposed at the pretrial 
stage. About 60 percent of the 
cases disposed of at this point 
were handled within 30 days, and 
87 percent were completed in 
under 90 days. At the trial stage 
the court succeeded in disposing 
of over 71 percent of the cases 
within 270 days, and 81 percent 
were handled in a period of un-
der a year. 
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Court Achieves Data-Processing Upgrade 
The Workers' Compensa-
tion Court first implemented an 
automated information system in 
1990. Since then many changes 
have occurred in the processing 
of the court's caseload. All fil-
ing, scheduling, and notification 
of cases takes place on the on-
line system, which has increased 
the efficiency of the court. In 
addition, the staff has access to 
all court records at work stations 
located on their desks, and the 
public has access to court 
records at work stations located 
on the counter in the clerk's of-
fice. 
In 1996 the court made sev-
eral further improvements to the 
automated system. A new pro-
cess was implemented for han-
dling the cases of attorneys who 
are court-excused. Now the sys-
tem will not allow the scheduling 
of an attorney's cases for the pe-
riod that the attorney is excused 
from court. This new procedure 
proven beneficial to both the 
court and the bar, eliminating the 
burden and the expense of send-
ing improper notices and then 
having to reschedule the cases 
and send out new notices. 
Also during 1996, at the di-
rection of the Chief Judge, Rob-
ert F. Arrigan, the data-entry di-
vision and the appellate-division 
clerk worked together to per-
form a full audit of all the cases at 
the appellate level to ensure the 
accuracy of the automated-sys-
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tem data. Although the system 
previously had the capability to 
track appellate cases, it was not 
being used to its fullest. Now that 
the data on the system is reliable, 
it is being used for close moni-
toring of the appellate-division 
caseload. 
In 1996 the court began to 
microfiche the petitioner/respon-
dent-name listing and placed a 
microfiche machine on the 
counter in the clerk's office to 
provide easy access to both em-
ployees and the public. If the on-
line system is down or an exact 
spelling is unknown, the disposed 
of case number can be located 
by referencing the microfiche al-
phabetical listing. The court up-
dates the list on a quarterly ba-
sis. 
The court's stenographers 
benefited from a statewide 
project to enhance the prepara-
tion of transcripts. The installa-
tion in 1996 of hardware and 
software for a Computer Aided 
Transcription (CAT) system will 
assist stenographers in the timely 
completion of requested tran-
scripts. At present the methods 
for storing transcripts involve dis-
kette and paper. Under the new 
system each stenographer builds 
a personal transcription dictio-
nary. The personal dictionary 
downloads to a transcript docu-
ment that is ready for typing and 
editing. 
Even though the current sys-
tem has fulfilled the needs of the 
court for the last six years, the 
new technology, such as local 
area networks, personal comput-
ers, e-mail, and imaging that the 
courts are now installing will be a 
significant advance. 
Louise DiGiacomo (seated) displays system enhancements to (l-r) Arlene 
Moloney, Jeanine Taylor, Iliana Champagne, Lorie Grieve, and Susan Moore. 
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Medical Advisory Board Continues to 
Promulgate Treatment Protocols 
The charge of the Medical to ensure the provision of good grams, are superfluous in most 
Advisory Board, as defined by 
the Legislature in 1992, is to en-
sure that every person who has 
been disabled owing to a work-
related injury is provided with 
good-quality medical care and 
the opportunity to return to work 
as soon as possible. To accom-
plish this goal, the board is re-
sponsible for creating and re-
medical care for all injured work-
ers while limiting costly, inappro-
priate intervention and unneces-
sary delay in returning workers 
to gainful employment. The 
medical protocols were not de-
signed as "cookbooks" for care. 
Rather, they outline options for 
appropriate types of intervention 
from which physicians and other 
Theresa Healy, Donna Gemma, Maureen Aveno, (seated 1-r), and Chief Judge 
Arrigan and Lisa DeLorenzo review medical protocols established for treat-
ment of work related injuries. 
viewing standards (protocols) for 
the treatment of compensable in-
juries. 
In 1996, protocols for the 
performance of radiographic 
evaluation, cubital-tunnel syn-
drome, and radial-tunnel syn-
drome were promulgated. The 
Medical Advisory Board pres-
ently has protocols for approxi-
mately thirty-one injuries, repre-
senting roughly 95 percent of all 
work-related injuries. 
The purpose of protocols is 
health-care providers may 
choose. 
The protocols focus on the 
length of treatment for an injury 
and set forth criteria that must be 
met before the medical-care pro-
vider can resort to expensive 
objective testing, such as mag-
netic-resonance imaging scans, 
CT scans, or electromyography. 
Prior experience suggests that 
these extremely costly proce-
dures, which are often a routine 
part of some treatment pro-
cases. 
The protocols were estab-
lished primarily by health-care 
providers themselves. For ex-
ample, the hand protocols were 
written by a prominent hand sur-
geon, and a subcommittee of neu-
rologists and neurosurgeons es-
tablished the diagnostic-testing 
protocols. After review by the 
board, each protocol is presented 
at a public hearing for full discus-
sion, final revision, and passage. 
Once passed, the protocol be-
comes effective in twenty days 
and applies to the services pro-
vided for all injuries of this type, 
regardless of the injury date. 
The Medical Advisory 
Board's protocols affect work-
ers' compensation at a variety of 
levels: the injured worker, the 
employer, the insurer, the medi-
cal provider, the court, and the 
board itself. If the protocols are 
followed, the injured worker will 
be provided good-quality medi-
cal care while limiting costly, in-
appropriate intervention and un-
necessary delay in returning to 
gainful employment. 
Since 1992 the protocols 
have translated into an estimated 
$30 million in savings to Rhode 
Island employers. For this rea-
son, they have generated much 
interest from workers' compen-
sation administrators in other 
states. To date, fifteen other 
states have investigated the 
Rhode Island protocols. 
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The Administrative Adjudication Court Caseload Grows 
This fiscal year the total num-
ber of traffic summons returnable 
to the Administrative Adjudica-
tion Court (AAC) increased sig-
nificantly. In FT 1995 the esti-
mated number of summons issued 
was 89.811, and in FY 1996 it 
was 127.466. Thus, the court 
workload rose by an estimated 42 
percent. Appeals within the AAC 
also increased. Compared to FY 
1995 the number rose by 52 or 7 
percent. 
Dispositions for the AAC 
were lower this fiscal year than in 
FY 1995 but still higher than in 
FY 1994. However, because the 
court conducted a special back-
log reduction program that greatly 
increased the number of disposi-
tions during FY 1995, the results 
for FY 1994 are a better basis for 
comparison. Dispositions were 
almost 11 percent higher this year 
than in 1994. Of the number dis-
posed this fiscal year, roughly 54 
percent involved court hearings. 
This included 1,586 breathalyzer 
refusal hearings, 4,245 hearings 
for failure to carry car insurance, 
and 10,534 summons adjudicated 
by the District Court and pro-
cessed by AAC. The remainder 
of the disposed cases (46 per-
cent) were handled without a court 
hearing. A total of 46,527 sum-
mons were disposed as "pay by 
mails." 
Dispositions fell short of the 
number of summons issued this 
year. The estimated disposition 
rate was 80 percent, and the gap 
between the number of summons 
issued and disposed was 25,587. 
As a result the outstanding 
caseload almost doubled in com-
parison to last year. Included in 
the number of outstanding cases 
were 141 breathalyzer refusals 
and 9,969 insurance cases. 
In addition to the above, the 
AAC handles a large volume of 
cases involving compliance re-
quirements issued not only by 
AAC but also by the Superior 
Court, the District Court foreign 
jurisdictions, and the Division of 
Motor Vehicles. These require-
ments may include motor vehicle 
license suspension orders, com-
munity service. Defensive Driv-
ing School, or Driving Under the 
Influence Program. Thus, during 
1996 the Operator Control sec-
tion handled a total of 122,415 
hearings/case reviews and 422 
medical board reviews, and the 
court handled 114,863 suspen-
sion orders and 4,772 driver re-
training cases. 
Debbie Main, a data entry clerk, processes the ever increasing volume of cases 
entered into the court's computer database. 
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Upgrading of the AAC Computer System Moves Forward 
The Administrative Adjudi-
cation Court (AAC) became part 
of the unified court system in 
1992. At the time of the transi-
tion the AAC depended on two 
separate mainframe computer 
systems, an IBM and a Data 
General, and none of the routine 
correspondence or paperflow of 
the court was automated. There-
fore. under the guidance of Chief 
Judge Vincent Pallozzi and ad-
ministrator Leo Skenyon. the 
court developed a comprehen-
sive plan for replacing the exist-
ing system and installing a new 
one that would better serve the 
needs of the court. This process 
involved defining the court's 
needs and articulating its goals 
and objectives. The resulting plan 
was an ambitious one, consisting 
of three phases. The first phase 
involved a complete rewiring of 
the courthouse; the second phase, 
the installation of a local area net-
work (LAN) to replace the two 
existing systems; and the third 
phase, the acquisition of new 
case-management software. 
However, before beginning the 
three-phase plan, the court had 
to modify all its existing programs 
in order to implement the new 
universal summons as required 
by the Municipal Court compact. 
In order to carry out the 
three-phase plan and ensure that 
the new system would meet the 
requirements and standards iden-
Chief Judge Vincent Pallozzi reviews progress of computer system upgrade with admin-
istrative assistant Donna DiPalma. 
tified, the court established a cen-
tral computer-operations office at 
the AAC. By means of the com-
bined hard work of the new AAC 
office and the RIJSS staff, the 
first phase was completed by the 
end of 1995. Phase 2, the in-
stallation of the local area net-
work, was substantially com-
pleted by mid-1996. This phase 
was accomplished without any 
interruption of court operation. 
The result was a seamless inte-
gration of the software from the 
two mainframes and the replace-
ment of the two to three termi-
nals per work station with a single 
terminal. The AAC was thus the 
first court in the state court sys-
tem to complete a major upgrade 
of its computer hardware. 
In the third phase the court 
will go through a detailed pro-
curement process to select a ven-
dor to install a new case-man-
agement system. The Adminis-
trative Office of the Courts. 
RIJSS. the Office of Information 
Processing, and the National 
Center for State Courts will work 
as a team in preparing a request 
for proposals and selecting the 
vendor. Phase 3 will probably 
not be completed until 1998. 
The goal of the AAC is to 
reduce the flow of paper and to 
eliminate the storage of hard cop-
ies. The AAC currently has over 
a million driving-record case files. 
3 million active and disposed traf-
fic-summons files, and thousands 
of separate case files and judicial 
correspondence files. The elimi-
nation of as many of these paper 
files as possible is AAC's future 
challenge. 
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Driver Retraining Section Promotes Public Safety 
The Driver Retraining Sec-
tion of the Administrative Adju-
dication Court (AAC) handles an 
annual caseload of over 4,000. 
Cases are referred to driver re-
training by the court for alcohol 
or substance-related violations 
such as DWI (driving while in-
toxicated) and refusing to take a 
breathalyzer test. Cases are re-
ferred to meet various require-
ments, including evaluation, sub-
stance-abuse treatment, partici-
pation in an educational program, 
participation in a driving-im-
provement program, and com-
munity service. 
Driver-retraining specialists 
are responsible for making sure 
that all the sanc-
tions imposed by a 
judge are fulfilled. 
The fulfillment of 
this purpose may 
necessitate at least 
one interview with 
each referral and 
often requires as 
many as two or 
three interviews. 
In many cases a 
motorist's license 
and registration 
suspension must 
be extended be-
yond the time ordered by the 
court because the individual has 
The Administrative Adjudication Court was added to the 
Unified Court System in 1992 and ranks first in the num-
ber of cases processed annually. 
not met the requirements of 
the court order. 
Breathalyzer-Refusal Unit Operates Efficiently 
In 19% the Breathalyzer-
Refusal Unit handled 1,746 
cases. In accordance with 
R.I.G.L. § 31-27-2.1, a judge re-
views each breathalyzer-refusal 
case before pretrial. If the judge 
f inds there are reasonable 
grounds to believe that the indi-
vidual committed an alcohol vio-
lation, the motorist's license and 
registration may be suspended. 
The suspension order is issued 
immediately and takes effect 
within five days. The AAC 
prides itself on the efficiency of 
the suspension process for alco-
hol violations. In most instances 
place within 
sixty days, 
and a trial is 
r e a c h e d 
within ninety 
days. These 
figures rep-
resent a dra-
matic reduc-
tion in the 
time required 
for handling a 
case and can 
be attributed 
to the work of the Breathalyzer-
Refusal Unit 
Although there have been major renovations to adapt an office 
complex to fit court needs, a new building is being planned to 
more effectively carry out AAC operations. 
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Justice Murray Ends Forty-Year Judicial Career 
After achieving a number of firsts over her 
forty-year career as a jurist, Florence K. Murray, 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court, retired 
on September 30, 1996. She is a Newport 
native. After graduating from Syracuse Univer-
sity in 1938, she received her law degree four 
years later from Boston University School of 
Law. Her public service career began in 1949 
when she was elected a State Senator from 
Newport. She served in the State Senate for 
seven years, and in 1956 she became the first 
woman appointed an associate justice of the 
Superior Court. She achieved another milestone 
upon being appointed the first female Presiding 
Justice of the Superior Court. She served in this capacity from 1978 to 1979 and then became the first 
woman elected to serve on the Rhode Island Supreme Court. Justice Murray is also recognized for her 
distinguished career in the armed services: she attained the rank of Lieutenant Colonel in the Women's 
Army Corps during World War II. 
Justice Florence K. Murray 
Superior Court Justice Campanella Retires 
Americo Campanella. Associate Justice of 
the Superior Court, retired on March 15,1996, 
after serving on the bench for more than ten 
years. He is a graduate of Manhattan College 
and received his LL.B. in 1950 from Boston 
University School of Law. Prior to his appoint-
ment to the Superior Court, Justice Campanella 
served in several capacities in state government, 
including legal counsel to the Registry of Motor 
Vehicles, first assistant attorney general (1967-
1971), and legal counsel to the Office of Price 
Stabilization. He was appointed to the Superior 
Court on March 7,1986. 
Associate Justice Americo Campanella 
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Seated l-r: Marilyn Shannon McConaghy, Esq.; Mary Louise Kennedy, Esq. Joseph Roszkowski, 
Esq. Joseph A. Kelly, Esq.; and Chair, Joseph V. Cavanaugh, Jr. Esq. 
Board of Bar Examiners 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 
250 Benefit Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401)277-3272 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 2, Rule 5) 
The Board of Bar Examiners 
tests the legal knowledge of bar 
applicants by administering bar 
examinations on the last Wednes-
day and Thursday of February and 
of July. Applicants must be gradu-
ates of a law school approved 
and accredited by the American 
Bar Association and must have re-
ceived a scaled score of 80 on the 
Multistate Professional Responsi-
bility exam prior to sitting for the 
two-day examination. The 
Multistate Bar Exam (MBE) is 
given on the first day, and essay 
questions on Rhode Island law are 
given on the second day. Appli-
cants need a scaled score of 140 
on the MBE and must success-
fully answer seven out of twelve 
essay questions. 
The Supreme Court appoints 
seven attorneys to the board for 
five-year terms. Members proc-
tor the bar exam and score the re-
sponses to the questions. In 1996 
the board processed 285 appli-
cations and recommended 195 in-
dividuals for admission to the bar. 
Members: 
Marilyn Shannon McConaghy, Esquire, Chair 
Joseph V. Cavanaugh, Jr., Esquire 
Alfred J. Factor, Esquire 
Michael R. Goldenberg, Esquire 
Joseph A. Kelly, Esquire 
Mary Louise Kennedy, Esquire 
Joseph Roszkowski, Esquire 
Brian B. Burns, Administrator 
Kathleen Cacchiotti, Executive Secretary 
79 
1996 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Seated l-r: Deborah DiNardo, Esq.; Barbara Margolis, Legal Counsel. Standing l-r: William C. 
Clifton, Esq.; Steven M. McInnis, Esq.; Chair. Joseph A. Kelly. Esq.; and Kathleen Cacchiotti. Exec. 
Secretary. 
Committee on Character and Fitness 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 
250 Benefit Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401) 277-3272 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 2, Rule 3) 
Established by the Supreme 
Court in 1988, the Committee on 
Character and Fitness determines 
the moral fitness of Rhode Island 
Bar applicants by scrutinizing their 
finances, legal training, and crimi-
nal records, if any. Applicants also 
must participate in a personal in-
terview. 
Following the interview, appli-
cants may be referred to the full 
committee for a hearing if further 
review is warranted. A recommen-
dation is then made to the Su-
preme Court concerning whether 
an applicant should be admitted 
to the bar or even allowed to take 
the bar examination. The court 
may then grant the applicant's 
request or require the applicant to 
show cause why the court should 
grant the request. The seven 
Supreme Court appointed mem-
bers serve three-year terms. 
M e m b e r s : 
Steven M. McInnis, Esquire. Chair 
Berndt W. Anderson, Esquire 
William C. Clifton. Esquire 
Deborah DiNardo, Esquire 
Joseph A. Kelly, Esquire 
Jane M. McSoley, Esquire 
Brian B. Bums, Administrator 
Kathleen Cacchiotti, Executive Secretary 
Barbara Margolis, Legal Counsel 
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Seated l-r: Nancy Fisher Chudacoff, Esq.; Merlyn P. O'Keefe, Esq., Chair; Susan Leach DeBlasio, Esq.; 
and Vincent Brown. Standing l-r: Sydney 0. Williams, Esq.; Michael St.Pierre; Neil P. Philbin, Esq.; 
Viola M. Wyman; Robert G. Jeffrey, Esq.; James J. Rubovits, Esq.; and C. Russell Bengson, Esq. 
Disciplinary Board 
Fogarty Judicial Annex, 
24 Weybosset Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401)277-3270 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 3, Rule 4) 
The Disciplinary Board con-
sists of eight attorneys and four 
public members who are ap-
pointed by the Supreme Court. 
Members may serve two terms, 
not to exceed six years. The 
board oversees the Office of the 
Disciplinary Counsel, which re-
views and investigates all allega-
tions of attorney misconduct re-
ceived from complainants. The 
board must authorize the filing of 
formal charges against an attor-
ney. It then conducts hearings and 
makes recommendations for 
discipline if such is deemed 
necessary. The board may peti-
tion the court to place an attorney 
on inactive status if the attorney is 
mentally or physically incapaci-
tated. The board may also ask 
attorneys to appear before it to 
clarify an alleged infraction of the 
Rules of Professional Conduct. 
The Disciplinary Counsel 
maintains a screening process 
whereby any complainant may 
speak to a staff attorney prior to 
the filing of the complaint. This 
procedure increases the efficiency 
of the board by eliminating frivo-
lous complaints and by bringing 
serious matters to the immediate 
attention of the board. Staff at-
torneys cannot provide legal ad-
vice to complainants; however, 
they are to give assistance by re-
ferring complainants to other 
agencies that may assist them in 
obtaining legal representation. 
The number of complaints the 
Office of Disciplinary Counsel in-
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DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS vestigated in 1996 was 421. An 
additional 110 complaints were 
not opened for formal investiga-
tion as the complaints did not fall 
within the office's jurisdiction 
and/or allege a rule violation. 
During 1996 the Disciplinary 
Counsel received twenty-eight 
notices of overdrafts on attorney 
trust accounts. The notices are 
transmitted pursuant to Article 4, 
Rule 2. In each case of an over-
draft notification the attorney was 
requested to provide an expla-
nation, in writing, and in some 
cases Disciplinary Counsel inter-
viewed the attorney. None of 
these matters resulted in a formal 
investigation of misconduct How-
ever, the overdraft-notification 
rule does act as a significant de-
terrent against the misappropria-
tion of client funds. 
M e m b e r s : 
Merlyn P. O' Keefe, Esquire. Chair 
Susan Leach DeBlasio, Esquire, 
Secretary 
C. Russell Bengtson, Esquire 
Vincent Brown 
Maryjo Can, Esquire 
Nancy Fisher Chudacoff, Esquire 
Robert G. Jeffrey, Esquire 
Neil P. Philbin, Esquire 
James J. Rubovits 
Michael St. Pierre, Esquire 
Sydney O. Williams 
Viola M. Wyman 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Intake Screening and Complaint 
Processing 
Complaints received 589 570 524 572 537 
Complaints opened for investigation 371 301 253 286 254 
Complaints outside jurisdiction of 
Disciplinary Board 119 114 144 138 110 
Informal complaints 87 88 122 138 167 
Fee disputes (no misconduct alleged) 12 7 5 10 6 
Nature of Complaints 
Dissatisfaction 176 126 113 175 145 
Fee Dispute 59 49 39 41 22 
Neglect 22 13 6 4 6 
Failure to account for funds 28 13 3 6 9 
Conviction of a crime 0 3 3 0 0 
Conflict of interest 17 19 3 12 7 
Conduct reflects adversely on bar 10 2 5 1 2 
Other 156 143 115 101 94 
Source of Complaints 
Client 320 252 199 223 202 
Nonclient 16 23 35 53 43 
Judge 1 0 0 3 0 
Opposing counsel 0 0 1 3 6 
Other attorney 10 6 7 3 6 
Chief Disciplinary Counsel 14 9 14 10 3 
Creditor 0 0 1 0 1 
Other 34 35 8 3 1 
Board Actions 
Complaints dismissed 258 327 279 235 213 
Complaints dismissed w/ admonition or 
cautionary letter 60 48 25 20 18 
Referred to RI Bar Association fee arbitration 9 12 12 0 3 
Letter of reprimand * * 4 4 3 
Petition to issue 61 28 1 1 13 16 
Referred to court (Rule 6(e)) 14 5 2 4 0 
Decision to court (Rule 6(b)) 27 42 19 11 12 
Court Actions 
Ordered to respond pursuant to Rule 6(e) 14 2 2 4 0 
Private censure 4 10 8 8 1 
Public censure 0 5 2 1 2 
Suspension (including interim suspension) 6 4 3 6 8 
Disbarment (including consent to disbarment) 7 4 6 2 7 
Transferred to inactive status 3 2 1 1 0 
Resignations * * 2 1 0 
Special master appointed * • * 4 2 
t The total will exceed the number of complaints opened for investigation because 
some complaints fall within more than one category. 
* Not available. 
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Seated l-r: Sarah T. Dowling, Esq., Chair. Joseph F. Penza, Esq.: Standing l-r: Elizabeth A. Del Padre. 
Staff Attorney: Deborah Miller Tale, Esq.: Richard F. Staples. Esq. and C. Russell Bengson, Esq. 
Ethics Advisory Panel 
Fogarty Judicial Annex 
24 Weybosset Street. Providence. RI02903 
(401)277-3270 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 5, Rule 9) 
The Ethics Advisory Panel 
was established by the Supreme 
Court in 1986 to provide Rhode 
Island attorneys with confidential 
advice on prospective behavior 
based on the Rules of Profes-
sional Conduct. Although at-
torneys are not required to abide 
by panel opinions, those who do 
so are fully protected from any 
subsequent charge of impropri-
ety. 
Panel opinions are published 
in the Rhode Island Bar Journal 
and the Rhode Island Lawyers 
Weekly. The State Law Library 
maintains a set of panel opinions 
and a topical index. The ABA/ 
BNA Manual on Professional 
Conduct also indexes and publishes 
summaries of panel-opinion digests. 
The Supreme Court appoints 
five Rhode Island attorneys to 
serve one- or two-year terms. 
The panel received sixty-
three written requests from attor-
neys seeking advisory opinions in 
19%. The panel issued thirty-five 
advisory opinions and declined to 
render opinions in regard to eigh-
teen requests pursuant to Su-
preme Court Ethics Advisory 
Panel Rule 2 entitled "Jurisdic-
tion." The panel forwarded cop-
ies of general informational opin-
ions in lieu of issuing opinions for 
two of the requests. Four re-
quests were withdrawn by the 
inquiring attorneys, and four re-
quests were pending at the close 
of the year. 
The staff attorney's respon-
sibilities include meeting with at-
torneys on a daily basis, render-
ing advice and guidance to attor-
neys making inquiries by tele-
phone, providing research infor-
mation to panel members and the 
Rhode Island Bar Association, 
and making copies of panel opin-
ions available to other states. 
Members: 
Sarah T. Dowling, Esquire, Chair 
Edward H. Newman. Esquire 
Joseph F. Penza, Esquire 
Richard F. Staples, Esquire 
Deborah Miller Tate. Esquire 
Elizabeth A. Del Padre. Staff Attorney 
Nina Ricci Igliozzi, Staff Attorney 
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The Honorable Richard J. Israel, Associate Justice, Superior Court; Elizabeth A. Del Padre. Staff 
Attorney; The Honorable Gilbert V. lndeglia, Associate Judge, District Court; The Honorable Dominic F. 
Cresto, Associate Justice, Superior Court, Chair; The Honorable Haiganush R. Bedrosian, Associate 
Justice, Family Court; The Honorable Janette A. Bertness, Associate Judge, Workers' Compensation 
Court. 
Advisory Committee on the Code of Judicial Conduct 
Fogarty Judicial Annex 
24 Weybosset Street, Providence RI 02903 
(401)277-3270 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 6, Rule 1) 
In 1983 the Supreme Court 
amended the Canons of Judicial 
Ethics to create the Advisory 
Committee on the code of Judi-
cial Conduct The amendment re-
stricts judicial participation in tes-
timonials and fundraising and es-
tablishes criteria for determining 
the appropriateness of a judge's 
involvement in these events. The 
amendment also specifies that 
advisory committee members be 
drawn from several state courts 
restrictions imposed by the can-
ons to groups requesting their help 
in worthy causes. The commit-
tee can also respond to requests 
for advice on other canons. 
Committee members are 
appointed to staggered two-year 
terms. The Supreme Court usu-
ally appoints members for a single 
term only so that both the bur-
den and the experience of this 
duty are shared widely by mem-
bers of the Judiciary. 
In 1994 the Supreme Court 
ruled that judicial advisory opin-
ions are a matter of public record 
and that confidentiality of the re-
questing judge's name is not re-
quired. 
The committee received eight 
requests for advisory opinions in 
1996. The committee issued 
seven advisory opinions and de-
clined to render an opinion to one 
request. 
"to assist judges in complying 
with the canons by responding 
to requests for opinions." 
Advisory opinions are often 
sought to determine whether a 
token of recognition offered to a 
judge falls within the guidelines of 
the canon. These opinions also 
help judges communicate the 
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Members: 
The Honorable Dominic F. Cresto, Associate Justice, Superior Court, Chair 
The Honorable Richard J. Israel. Associate Justice, Superior Court 
The Honorable Haiganush R. Bedrosian, Associate Justice, Family Court 
The Honorable Gilbert V. lndeglia, Associate Judge, District Court 
The Honorable Janette A. Bertness, Associate Judge, Workers' Compensation Court 
Elizabeth A. Del Padre. Staff Attorney 
Nina Ricci Igliozzi, Staff Attorney 
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Seated l-r: The Honorable Vincent Pallozzi, Chief Judge, Administrative Adjudication Court; The Honorable 
Jeremiah S. Jeremiah Jr., Chief Judge, Family Court; The Honorable Victoria Lederberg, Justice, Supreme 
Court, Chair; The Honorable Albert E. DeRobbio, Chief Judge, District Court and The Honorable 
Robert F. Arrigan. Chief Judge, Worker's Compensation Court; Standing (l-r) William P. Robinson, Esq. 
John A. MacFadyen III, Esq. and Milton H. Hamolsky, M.D. 
Judicial Performance Evaluation Committee 
250 Benefit Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401)277-2500 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 6, Rule 4) 
The Judicial Performance 
Evaluation Committee was es-
tablished by Supreme Court Rule 
4, issued on March 25, 1993. 
The rule was adopted in recog-
nition of the fact that the periodic 
evaluation of a judge's perfor-
mance is a reliable method for 
promoting judicial excellence and 
competence. Under the rule, the 
committee is responsible for de-
veloping and administering a pro-
gram for the continuing evalua-
tion of judicial performance un-
der the Supreme Court's super-
vision. 
The primary goal of perfor-
mance evaluation is not only to 
promote the self-improvement of 
individual judges but also to pro-
mote the improvement of the Ju-
diciary as a whole. A secondary 
goal is the improvement of the 
design and the content of con-
tinuing judicial-education pro-
grams. 
The data that has been com-
piled is periodically transmitted to 
the Chief Justice and the Chief 
Judges of each court. The Chief 
Judge then reviews with each 
judge his or her evaluations that 
were submitted during the year. 
In the Superior Court, either the 
Presiding Justice or one of sev-
eral retired judges of that court 
may conduct this review with the 
judge under review. 
Members: 
The Honorable Victoria Lederberg, Justice, Supreme Court. Chair 
The Honorable Joseph F. Rodgers, Jr., Presiding Justice, Superior Court 
The Honorable Jeremiah S. Jeremiah, Jr., Chief Judge, Family Court 
The Honorable Albert E. DeRobbio, Chief Judge. District Court 
The Honorable Robert F. Arrigan, Chief Judge. Workers' Compensation Court 
The Honorable Vincent Pallozzi, Chief Judge, Administrative Adjudication 
Court 
Milton H. Hamolsky, M.D. 
Lauren Jones, Esquire 
John A. MacFadyen. i n . Esquire 
William P. Robinson, Esquire 
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Seated l-r: The Honorable Kathleen A. Voccola, Associate Justice, Family Court; The Honorable Alice Bridget Gibney, 
Associate Justice, Superior Court; Deborah Miller Tate, Esq.; Jeanne E. LaFazia, Esq.. Standing l-r: Deming E. Sherman, 
Esq.; E. Jerome Batty, Esq.; George L. Santopietro, Esq.; The Honorable George E. Healy, Associate Judge. Workers' 
Compensation Court; The Honorable Henry Gemma Jr., Associate Justice, Superior Court; and Richard S. Humphrey. Esq. 
Commission on Judicial Tenure and Discipline 
Fogarty Judicial Annex 
24 Weybosset Street, Providence, RI 02903 • (401) 277-1188 (Fax 277-1493) 
(Pursuant to R.I.G.L. § 8-16-1) 
commission who were present 
throughout the hearing find that 
the charges have been sustained, 
the commission reports its find-
ing to die Supreme Court and rec-
ommends a reprimand, a cen-
sure, a suspension, a removal or 
a retirement of the judge. The 
commission may also recom-
mend immediate temporary sus-
pension of the judge during the 
pendency of further proceedings. 
If charges have not been sus-
tained, the complaint is dis-
missed, and the judge and the 
The Commission on Judicial 
Tenure and Discipline was cre-
ated in 1974 to provide a forum 
for complaints against any justice 
of the Supreme, Superior, Fam-
ily, District, Workers' Compen-
sation, or Administrative Adju-
dication Courts. The commission 
reviews allegations of serious vio-
lations of the Code of Judicial 
Conduct including willful and per-
sistent failure to perform judicial 
duties; disabling addiction to al-
cohol, drugs, or narcotics; con-
duct that brings the judicial office 
into serious disrepute; or a physi-
cal or a mental disability that se-
riously interferes with, and will 
continue to interfere with, the per-
formance of judicial duties. 
Following a formal hearing, 
the commission determines 
whether charges have been sus-
tained. If eight members of the 
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complaining party are notified. 
The fourteen-member com-
mission represents a cross sec-
tion of the population: six repre-
sent the State Bar Association 
and the public at large and are 
appointed by the Governor with 
the advice and consent of the 
Senate; one is appointed by the 
Senate majority leader; two are 
appointed by the Speaker of the 
House; and five judges are ap-
pointed by the Supreme Court. 
All appointments are for three-
year terms. 
Members: 
The Honorable Alice B. Gibney, Associate Justice, Superior Court, Chair 
The Honorable Henry Gemma, Jr., Associate Justice, Superior Court 
The Honorable Kathleen A. Voccola, Associate Justice, Family Court 
The Honorable John J. Capelli, Associate Judge. District Court 
The Honorable George E. Healy, Associate Judge, Workers' Compensation Court 
Senator M. Theresa Paiva-Weed Representative Donald J. Lally 
Representative Robert A. Watson E. Jerome Batty. Esquire 
Richard S. Humphrey. Esquire Jeanne E. LaFazia. Esquire 
George L. Santopietro. Esquire Deming E. Sherman, Esquire 
Deborah M. Tate, Esquire 
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The Honorable Robert G. Flanders Jr., Justice Supreme Court, Chair; John E. Ryan, Esq.; Stephen 
A. Fanning, Esq.; and Judeth Crowley, Ph.D. Standing /-: Janice Ricciardi, Secretary; Holly 
Hitchcock, Director; The Honorable Gilbert V: Indeglia, Associate Judge. District Court; The 
Honorable Judith Colenback Savage, Associate Justice, Superior Court; and R. Kelly Sheridan, Esq. 
Mandatory Continuing Legal Education 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 
250 Benefit Street, Providence, RI02903 
(401)277-4942 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 4, Rule 3) 
The Honorable Florence K. 
Murray chaired the eleven-mem-
ber mandatory Continuing Legal 
Education Commission (MCLE) 
during its third consecutive year 
until her retirement from the 
Rhode Island Supreme Court. 
On October 30,1996, the Hon-
orable Robert G. Flanders, Jr., 
was appointed Justice Murray's 
successor. Justice Flanders was 
an active proponent of continu-
ing legal education throughout his 
membership in the Rhode Island 
Bar Association. 
In June 1996 the commis-
sion proposed several changes to 
the MCLE Regulations. These 
changes consisted of creating a 
reciprocal relationship with all 
other MCLE states whereby out-
of-state attorneys holding multiple 
licenses are considered in com-
pliance with Rhode Island if they 
are in compliance with their resi-
dent states. Also, late fees were 
increased on a graduated scale, 
sanctioning attorneys at $25, 
$50, and $75 according to how 
late the filing was received. These 
increased sanctions were de-
signed to encourage the small per-
centage of severely late filers to 
file earlier. Carry-forward tran-
scripts were sent to those attor-
neys who filed more than the ten 
credits required. Eighty-three 
percent of attorneys documented 
more than the minimum of cred-
its. It should be noted that 
through the efforts of the com-
mission staff, the 110 sponsors 
of CLE. and the 4,500 attorneys 
complying with MCLE, there 
were markedly fewer errors in 
reporting. The cooperative en-
thusiasm for continuing legal edu-
cation was seen in the increase 
of attorneys serving as faculty for 
accredited in-state and national 
programs. 
Members: 
The Honorable Florence K. Murray, Justice, Supreme Court, Chair 
(1/1/96-9/30/96) 
The Honorable Robert G. Flanders, Jr., Justice, Supreme Court, Chair 
(10/1/96) 
The Honorable Donald F. Shea, Justice, Retired, Supreme Court 
The Honorable Judith C. Savage. Associate Justice, Superior Court 
The Honorable Gilbert V. Indeglia, Associate Judge. District Court 
Patricia Buckley, Esquire John Ryan. Esquire 
Christopher DelSesto, Esquire R. Kelly Sheridan, Esquire 
Amato DeLuca, Esquire Judeth Crowley, Ph.D. 
Stephen A. Fanning. Esquire Holly Hitchcock, Director 
Janice Ricciardi, Secretary 
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(l-r) Kenneth A. Colaluca, Esq.; Robert V. Rossi, Esq.; Carolyn Barone, Esq.; Joseph T. Little, Esq.; 
Avram N. Cohen, Esq., Chair and Linda Buffardi, Esq. 
Unauthorized Practice of Law Committee 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 
250 Benefit Street, Providence, RI02903 
(401)277-3272 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule Article 5, Rule 5.5) 
The Unauthorized Practice of 
Law Committee was established 
in 1984 to work with the Office 
of the Attorney General in inves-
tigating and prosecuting alleged in-
stances of unauthorized individu-
als' practicing law. The Supreme 
Court appoints seven Rhode Is-
land Bar Association members to 
the committee to review com-
plaints from the bar, the public, 
and both the Federal and the State 
Judiciaries. 
Since most litigation initiated by the 
committee requests injunctive re-
lief, the chair is required to sign 
verified complaints and to testify 
in court hearings. Although litiga-
tion is handled by the Office of the 
Attorney General, committee 
members, and particularly the 
chair, draft substantially all the nec-
essary pleadings and do the re-
quired legal research. 
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Members: 
Avram N. Cohen, Esquire, Chair 
Carolyn Barone, Esquire 
Linda Buffardi, Esquire 
Kenneth A. Colaluca, Esquire 
Joseph T. Little, Esquire 
Albert J. Mainellli, Esquire 
Robert V. Rossi, Esquire 
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1996 Judicial Roster 
SUPREME COURT 
Joseph R. Weisberger . 
Chief Justice 
Victoria L e d e r b e r g . 
Justice 
John P. Bourc ier , 
Justice 
Rober t G . F landers , Jr., 
Justice 
SUPERIOR COURT 
Joseph F. Rodge r s , Jr., 
Presiding Justice 
T h o m a s H. N e e d h a m , 
Associate Justice 
D o m i n i c F. C r e s t o . 
Associate Justice 
Alice Br idge t G ibney , 
Associate Justice 
Richard J. Israel , 
Associate Justice 
Rober t D. Krause . 
Associate Justice 
Melanie Wilk Thunbe rg , 
Associate Justice 
Vincent A . Ragos ta , 
Associate Justice 
John F. Sheehan , 
Associate Justice 
Rona ld R . G a g n o n , 
Associate Justice 
Henry G e m m a , Jr., 
Associate Justice 
Mark A. P fe i f f e r , 
Associate Justice 
M a u r e e n M c K . Goldbe rg . 
Associate Justice 
Patr ic ia A. Hurs t , 
Associate Justice 
Franc is J . Da r igan , Jr., 
Associate Justice 
Judi th C o l e n b a c k S a v a g e 
Associate Justice 
Michae l A . S i lvers te in , 
Associate Justice 
Stephen J. For tuna to , Jr., 
Associate Justice 
E d w a r d C. C l i f ton , 
Associate Justice 
Net t ie C . Vogel, 
Associate Justice 
Frank J. Wi l l i ams , 
Associate Justice 
Wil l i am A. Dimit r i , Jr., 
Associate Justice 
A n t h o n y C a m e v a l e , Jr., 
General Master 
W i l l i a m J. M c A t e e , 
Administrator/Master 
FAMILY COURT 
Je remiah S. Je remiah , Jr., 
Chief Judge 
Haiganush R. Bedros ian , 
Associate Justice 
P a m e l a M . M a c k t a z , 
Associate Justice 
R a y m o n d E. Shawcros s , 
Associate Justice 
M i c h a e l B. For te . 
Associate Justice 
Kath leen A. Voccola , 
Associate Justice 
Paul A. Sut tel l , 
Associate Justice 
Peter P a l o m b o . Jr., 
Associate Justice 
H o w a r d I. L ipsey , 
Associate Justice 
John A. Mut te r , 
Associate Justice 
Gilber t T. R o c h a , 
Associate Justice 
Franc i s J. Mur ray , Jr., 
Associate Justice 
John J. O ' B r i e n , Jr., 
General Master 
D e b r a E. D i S e g n a , 
Master 
G e o r g e W. D i M u r o , 
Administrator/Master 
Everet t C. Sammar t ino , 
Master 
Stephen J. Capiner i , 
Master 
DISTRICT COURT 
Alber t E. DeRobb io , 
Chief Judge 
John J. Cappel l i , 
Associate Judge 
Michae l A . Higgins , 
Associate Judge 
Rober t K. Pirraglia, 
Associate Judge 
Patr ic ia D. M o o r e , 
Associate Judge 
O. Roger i ee T h o m p s o n , 
Associate Judge 
Gilber t V. Indegl ia , 
Associate Judge 
Stephen P. Er ickson, 
Associate Judge 
Rober t J. Rahi l l , 
Associate Judge 
Walter G o r m a n , 
Associate Judge 
John M . M c L o u g h l i n , 
Associate Judge 
Frank J. Cener in i , 
Associate Judge 
Ela ine T. Bucc i , 
Associate Judge 
Joseph P. Ippol i to , 
Administrator/Master 
WORKERS' 
C O M P E N S A T I O N 
COURT 
Rober t F. Arr igan , 
Chief Judge 
Wil l i am G. Gilroy, 
Associate Judge 
J o h n Rotond i , Jr., 
Associate Judge 
A n d r e w E. M c C o n n e l l , 
Associate Judge 
Carmine A. Rao, 
Associate Judge 
Cons tance L. Messore , 
Associate Judge 
George E. Healy, Jr., 
Associate Judge 
Debra L. Olsson, 
Associate Judge 
Bruce Q. Mor in , 
Associate Judge 
Janet te A. Bertness , 
Associate Judge 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
A D J U D I C A T I O N 
COURT 
Vincent Pal lozzi , 
Chief Judge 
John F. Lal lo, 
Associate Judge 
Major i e R. Yashar, 
Associate Judge 
Benede t to A. Cerilli , Sr., 
Associate Judge 
Lil l ian M . Almeida , 
Associate Judge 
E d w a r d C. Parker , 
Associate Judge 
Alber t R. Ciul lo , 
Associate Judge 
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1996 Court Directory 
SUPREME COURT 
Clerk/Administrative 
Offices 
Licht Judicial Complex 
250 Benefit Street 
Providence RI 02903 
Robert C. Harrall, 
State Court Administrator 
277-3263 
Joseph D. Butler, 
Associate Administrator, 
State Courts 
277-3266 
Brian B. Burns, 
Clerk Pro-tern 
Director of Bar Admissions 
277-3272 
Ronald A. Tutalo, 
Administrative Assistant 
to Chief Justice 
277-3073 
Gail Higgins Fogarty, 
General Counsel 
277-3266 
Kendall F. Svengalis, 
State Law Librarian 
277-3275 
Martha Newcomb, 
Chief, Appellate Screening 
277-3297 
Carol Bourcier Fargnoli, 
Chief Law Clerk 
277-6536 
Edward J. Plunkett, Jr., 
Executive Director, RIJSS 
277-3000 
Susan W. McCalmont, 
Assistant Administrator, 
Policy and Programs 
277-2500 
Robert E. Johnson, 
Assistant Administrator, 
Facilities and Operations 
277-3249 
William A. Melone, 
Assistant Administrator, 
Human Resources 
277-2700 
Dennis E. Morgan, 
Deputy Director, RIJSS 
(Development) 
277-3000 (x323) 
Holly Hitchcock, 
Director, Court Education, 
MCLE 
277-4942 
Linda D. Bonaccorsi, 
Chief, Employee Relations 
277-2700 
Cent ra l Registry 
277-2084 
Judicial Record Center 
1 Hill Street 
Pawtucket, RI 02860 
277-3249 
Judicial Council 
Providence Square Bldg. 
55 Dorrance Street 
Providence, RI 02903 
Girard R. Visconti, Chair 
331-3800 
Disciplinary Board 
John E. Fogarty 
Judicial Annex 
24 Weybosset Street 
Providence, RI 02903 
Diane Finkle, 
Chair 
277-3270 
David D. Curtin, 
Disciplinary Counsel 
277-3270 
Fugitive Task Force 
Michael White, 
Director 
277-2018 
SUPERIOR COURT 
Providence County 
Licht Judicial Complex 
250 Benefit Street 
Providence, RI 02903 
William J. McAtee, Esq., 
Administrator/Master 
277-3215 
John H. Barrette, 
Deputy Administrator 
277-3215 
Henry S. Kinch, Jr. 
Clerk, Providence and 
Bristol Counties 
277-3220, ext. 2011 
Michael Ahn, 
General Chief Clerk 
277-3220, ext. 2021 
Joseph V. Conley, 
Jury Commissioner 
277-3245 
Henry J. Vivier, 
Assistant Jury Commissioner 
277-3248 
Evelyn A. Keene, 
Assistant Administrator, 
Management and Finance 
277-3215 
Susan L. Revens 
Assistant Administrator 
Planning and Caseflow 
Management 
277-3215 
Bonnie L. Williamson, 
Manager, Calendar Sen ices 
277-3602 
Robert J. Johnson 
Manager, Security and 
Operations 
277-3292 
Kathleen A. Maher. 
Administrator, 
Arbitration Program 
277-6147 
Kent County 
Leighton Judicial Complex 
222 Quaker Lane 
Warwick. RI 02886 
Jane W. Anthony, 
Clerk 
822-1311 
Eugene J. McMahon, 
Associate Jury Commissioner 
822-0400 
Jean Heden, 
Manager, Calendar Services 
(out counties) 
277-6645 
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Washington County 
McGrath Judicial 
Complex 
4800 Tower Hill Road 
Wakefield. RI 02879 
Courtland R. Chapman, Jr., 
Clerk 
782-4121 
Newport County 
Murray Judicial Complex 
45 Washington Square 
Newport, RI 02840 
Anne M. Collins, 
Clerk 
841-8330 
F A M I L Y C O U R T 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
1 Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
George N. DiMuro. Esq., 
Administrator/Master 
277-3334 
Anthony T. Panichas. 
Deputy• Administrator/Clerk 
277-3334 
David Heden. 
Chief Intake Supervisor, 
Juvenile 
277-3345 
William Aliferakis, 
Deputy Administrator/Clerk, 
Accounting Manager 
277-3356 
John Colafrancesco, Jr., 
Supervisory Accountant 
277-3300 ' 
F. Charles Haigh, Jr., 
Principal Supervisor Clerk 
Domestic Relations 
277-3340 
Elaine Wood. 
Principal Deputy Clerk, 
Juvenile 
277-3352 
Francis Pickett. Jr., 
CASA / GAL Director 
277-6863 
Kent County 
Leighton Judicial Complex 
222 Quaker Lane 
Warwick, RI 02886 
Frank P. DeMarco, 
Supervisory Deputy Clerk 
822-1600 
Newport County 
Murray Judicial Complex 
45 Washington Square 
Newport, RI 02840 
Ellen F. Wilbur. 
Supervisory Deputy Clerk 
841-8340 
Washington County 
McGrath Judicial 
Complex 
4800 Tower Hill Road 
Wakefield. RI 02879 
Edith Slater, 
Supervisory Deputy Clerk 
782-4111 
D I S T R I C T C O U R T 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
1 Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
Joseph P. Ippolito, Esq., 
Administrator/Master 
277-6777 
Jerome Smith, 
Chief Clerk 
277-6960 
Patricia I. Dankievitch, 
Deputy Administrator 
277-6960 
Joseph Senerchia, 
Administrative Clerk 
277-6960 
Joan M. Godfrey, 
Assistant Administrator 
277-6960 
First Division 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
One Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
Cynthia Clegg, 
Principal Administrative 
Clerk 
277-6710 
Second Division 
Murray Judicial Complex 
45 Washington Square 
Newport. RI 02840 
Susan M. Caldarone, 
Deputy Clerk I 
841-8350 
Third Division 
Leighton Judicial Complex 
222 Quaker Lane 
Warwick. RI 02886 
(To be appointed) 
Chief Supervising Deputy-
Clerk 
822-1771 
Fourth Division 
McGrath Judicial 
Complex 
4800 Tower Hill Road 
Wakefield. RI 02879 
RoseMary T. Cantley, 
Deputy Clerk / 
782-4131 
Fi f th Division 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
One Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
Alice Albuquerque, 
Deputy Clerk I 
277-6710 
Sixth Division 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
One Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
Kevin M. Spina. 
Supervising Clerk 
277-6710 
Raymond E. Ricci, 
Deputy Clerk I 
277-6710 
W O R K E R S ' 
C O M P E N S A T I O N 
C O U R T 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
1 Dorrance Plaza 
Providence. RI 02903 
Dennis I. Revens, 
Court Administrator 
277-3097 
Kenneth D. Haupt, 
Deputy Administrator 
277-3097 
Arlene E. Maloney, 
Assistant Deputy Administrator/ 
Systems 
277-3097 
Maureen H. Aveno, 
Administrator, 
Medical Advisory Board 
277-1174 
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Joann M. Faioli, 
Principal Assistant 
Administrator 
277-3097 
Dennis R. Cooney, 
Senior Assistant 
Administrator 
277-3097 
Edward J. McGovem, 
Senior Assistant 
Administrator 
277-3097 
A D M I N I S T R A T I V E 
ADJUDICATION COURT 
345 Harris Avenue 
Providence. RI 02909-1082 
T D D / T T Y N u m b e r s 
Licht Judicial Complex 
(401) 277-3269 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
(401) 277-3332 
Leighton Judicial Complex 
(401) 822-1607 
McGrath Judicial 
Complex 
(401)782-4139 
Murray Judicial Complex 
(401)841-8331 
Administrative 
Adjudication Court 
(401)277-2994/3096 
Leo Skenyon, 
Administrator 
277-2251 
Robert Halpin, 
Deputy Administrator/Clerk 
277-2994 
Allen Simpkins, 
Deputy Administrator/Clerk 
277-2931 
Raymond Denisewich, 
Super\'ising Accountant 
277-2873 
J. Ryder Kenney, Esq., 
Legal Counsel 
277-1170 
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Rhode Island District Court 
APPELLATE CASEFLOW 
C a s e T y p e s 1 9 9 2 1 9 9 3 1 9 9 4 1 9 9 5 1 9 9 6 
Criminal 
A d d e d 95 96 114 109 110 
D i s p o s e d 109 95 98 115 103 
Pend ing 9 0 92 110 106 115 
Civil 
A d d e d 318 3 5 3 2 9 2 349 296 
D i s p o s e d 3 1 2 305 2 8 0 295 300 
P e n d i n g 237 286 298 361 356 
Certiorari 
A d d e d 201 2 1 9 267 239 2 2 3 
D i s p o s e d 187 227 235 231 244 
P e n d i n g 132 126 158 169 151 
Other 
A d d e d 67 6 9 103 65 45 
D i s p o s e d 68 65 9 2 73 58 
P e n d i n g 17 2 0 31 23 14 
All Cases 
A d d e d 681 7 3 7 776 7 6 2 674 
D i s p o s e d 6 7 6 6 9 2 705 714 705 
Pend ing 4 7 6 521 597 659 636 
Notices of Appeal 
Pend ing 71 69 81 26 21 
P e n d i n g O v e r 180 D a y s 6 8 69 6 9 26 21 
95 
1996 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Rhode Island District Court 
DISPOSITION DETAIL 
Manner/Stage of Disposition 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Before Argument 
W i t h d r a w n 82 77 7 5 84 98 
Dismissed 108 152 126 81 106 
Peti t ion Gran ted 4 4 7 6 9 
Peti t ion Den ied 132 137 176 162 160 
Other 15 12 10 28 30 
Total 341 382 3 9 4 361 403 
After Argument/Motion Calendar 
W i t h d r a w n _ 1 1 3 1 
A f f i r m e d 128 145 102 120 79 
M o d i f i e d 1 
Rever sed 24 2 6 11 21 14 
16 G A f f i r m e d 
Other 5 6 52 8 4 87 87 
Total 2 0 9 2 2 4 198 231 181 
After Argument/Merits 
W i t h d r a w n 1 2 1 1 
A f f i r m e d 77 5 9 67 7 5 72 
M o d i f i e d 9 6 13 7 8 
Reversed 4 0 2 0 31 3 9 40 
Total 126 86 113 122 121 
Total Dispositions 6 7 6 692 705 7 1 4 705 
Average Time to Disposition. 8.3 mos . 8 .2 m o s . 7 .9 m o s . 10.1 m o s . 10.4 mos. 
Median Time to Disposition. 7.9 m o s . 8.1 mos . 7 .4 m o s . 9 .0 m o s . 8.8 mos. 
Percent Disposed within 180 Days of 
Docketing 3 7 % 3 7 % 4 3 % 3 3 % 35% 
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Rhode Island Superior Court 
CRIMINAL CASEFLOW 
Felonies 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Providence/Bristol 
Cases Filed 4 ,149 4 ,274 4 ,175 4 ,378 4,765 
Cases Disposed 4 ,607 4 ,283 4 ,389 4 , 1 2 0 4,536 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -458 -9 -214 258 229 
Total Pending Cases 1,440 1,333 1,278 1,446 1,747 
Cases over 180 Days Old 881 697 726 554* 757 
% over 180 Days Old ( 6 1 . 2 % ) ( 5 2 . 3 % ) ( 5 6 . 8 % ) (38 .3%) (43.3%) 
Kent 
Cases Filed 857 757 772 863 646 
Cases Disposed 8 9 3 7 1 2 667 716 749 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -36 4 5 105 147 -103 
Total Pending Cases 235 206 292 362 271 
Cases over 180 Days Old 129 75 124 209 134 
% over 180 Days Old ( 5 5 % ) ( 3 6 . 4 % ) (42 .5%) (57 .7%) (49.4%) 
Newport 
Cases Filed 334 384 4 1 2 395 409 
Cases Disposed 2 7 9 4 1 4 467 362 470 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -55 -30 -55 33 -61 
Total Pending Cases 141 122 77 119 80 
Cases over 180 Days Old 5 2 4 9 4 0 59 30 
% over 180 Days Old ( 3 6 . 9 % ) ( 4 0 . 2 % ) (51 .9%) (49 .6%) (37.5%) 
Washington 
Cases Filed 4 2 4 357 3 2 3 4 0 9 402 
Cases Disposed 4 9 3 375 332 372 355 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -69 -18 -9 37 47 
Total Pending Cases 128 81 88 123 155 
Cases over 180 Days Old 39 15 14 35 74 
% over 180 Days Old ( 3 0 . 5 % ) ( 1 8 . 5 % ) (15 .9%) (28 .5%) (47.7%) 
Statewide 
Cases Filed 5 ,764 5 ,772 5 ,682 6 ,045 6,222 
Cases Disposed 6 , 3 7 2 5 ,785 5 ,856 5 ,570 6,110 
Caseload Increase/Decrease - 6 0 8 -13 - 1 7 4 475 112 
Total Pending Cases 1,944 1,742 1,735 2 ,050 2,253 
Cases over 180 Days Old 1,101 836 9 0 4 857 995 
% over 180 Days Old ( 5 7 % ) ( 4 7 . 9 % ) ( 5 2 . 1 % ) (41 .8%) (44%) 
•Method of determining age of cases modified in 1995. 97 
1996 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Rhode Island District Court 
CRIMINAL CASEFLOW 
Misdemeanors 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Providence/Bristol 
Cases Fi led 312 3 0 3 261 2 6 8 203 
Cases Disposed 297 4 7 7 2 6 3 2 5 2 224 
Case load Increase /Decrease 15 - 1 7 4 - 2 16 -21 
Total Pend ing Cases 2 9 4 159 146 157 124 
Cases over 9 0 Days Old 269 134 121 107 88 
% over 9 0 Days Old ( 9 1 % ) ( 8 4 % ) ( 8 3 % ) ( 6 8 % ) (71%) 
Kent 
Cases Fi led 3 1 0 118 116 9 7 82 
Cases Disposed 3 3 3 183 9 5 102 119 
Case load Inc rease /Decrease - 2 3 -65 21 - 5 -37 
Total Pend ing Cases 7 0 35 6 8 6 7 44 
Cases over 9 0 D a y s Old 4 7 2 3 3 9 5 6 20 
% over 9 0 Days Old ( 6 7 % ) ( 6 6 % ) ( 5 7 % ) ( 8 3 . 6 % ) (45.4%) 
Newport 
Cases Fi led 57 7 4 9 0 133 58 
Cases Disposed 72 7 7 101 150 108 
Case load Inc rease /Decrease -15 - 3 -11 - 1 7 -50 
Total Pend ing Cases 41 4 0 5 2 4 3 17 
Cases over 90 D a y s Old 28 23 18 31 11 
% over 90 D a y s Old ( 6 8 % ) ( 5 8 % ) ( 3 5 % ) ( 7 2 % ) (64.7%) 
Washington 
Cases Fi led 61 4 1 6 0 2 3 6 303 
Cases Disposed 6 5 6 3 6 7 194 374 
Case load Increase /Decrease -4 - 2 2 -7 4 2 -71 
Total Pend ing Cases 27 2 0 2 0 114 78 
Cases over 90 D a y s Old 15 11 12 4 4 55 
% over 9 0 D a y s Old ( 5 6 % ) ( 5 5 % ) ( 6 0 % ) ( 3 8 . 6 % ) (70.5%) 
Statewide 
Cases Fi led 7 4 0 5 3 6 527 7 3 4 646 
Cases Disposed 767 799 5 2 6 6 9 8 825 
Case load Inc rease /Decrease -27 - 2 6 3 -1 3 6 -179 
Total Pend ing Cases 4 3 2 254 2 8 6 381 263 
Cases over 9 0 D a y s Old 359 191 190 2 3 8 174 
% over 9 0 D a y s Old ( 8 3 % ) ( 7 5 % ) ( 6 6 % ) ( 6 2 . 5 % ) (66%) 
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1996 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Rhode Island District Court 
MANNER OF DISPOSITION 
Felonies 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Providence/Bristol 
Plead 3,981 3 ,753 3 ,923 3 ,721 4,135 
Filed 4 9 41 23 21 10 
Dismissed 4 9 0 401 358 299 329 
Trial 84 82 78 79 61 
Other 3 6 7 0 1 
Total 4 ,607 4 ,283 4 ,389 4 ,120 4,536 
Kent 
Plead 822 609 6 0 6 648 653 
Filed 7 16 3 1 9 
Dismissed 4 9 57 5 0 4 7 49 
Trial 11 28 7 14 36 
Other 4 2 1 6 2 
Total 8 9 3 712 . 667 716 749 
Newport 
Plead 331 347 407 328 401 
Filed 8 6 9 2 27 
Dismissed 33 57 4 3 27 39 
Trial 3 3 8 4 3 
Other 4 1 0 1 0 
Total 3 7 9 4 1 4 4 6 7 362 470 
Washington 
Plead 4 2 2 345 299 344 309 
Filed 5 3 3 4 9 
Dismissed 5 9 2 0 23 16 23 
Trial 6 7 7 8 9 
Other 1 0 0 0 5 
Total 4 9 3 375 332 372 355 
Statewide 
Plead 5 , 5 5 6 5 , 0 5 4 5 ,235 5 ,041 5,498 
Filed 69 6 6 38 28 55 
Dismissed 6 3 1 535 4 7 4 389 440 
Trial 104 120 100 105 109 
Other 12 9 8 7 8 
Total 6 ,372 5 ,784 5 ,855 5 ,570 6,110 
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1996 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Rhode Island District Court 
MANNER OF DISPOSITION 
M i s d e m e a n o r s 1 9 9 2 1 9 9 3 1 9 9 4 1 9 9 5 1 9 9 6 
Providence/Bristol 
Plead 145 2 5 3 165 119 158 
Fi led 32 4 2 21 16 13 
Dismissed 113 163 65 103 4 2 
Trial 2 13 6 8 7 
Othe r 5 6 6 6 4 
Total 297 477 2 6 3 2 5 2 2 2 4 
Kent 
Plead 256 117 67 7 0 7 4 
F i l ed36 28 8 13 15 
Dismissed 3 0 27 10 12 19 
Trial 1 4 0 4 5 
Othe r 10 7 10 3 6 
Total 3 3 3 183 95 102 119 
Newport 
Plead 27 37 59 95 4 8 
Fi led 18 13 13 16 12 
Dismissed 18 16 26 21 27 
Trial 1 2 2 3 5 
Othe r 8 9 1 15 16 
Total 72 7 7 101 150 108 
Washington 
Plead 32 4 4 4 1 131 2 0 5 
Fi led 8 13 16 4 1 122 
Di smis sed 18 5 7 14 39 
Trial 2 0 0 3 7 
Othe r 5 1 3 5 1 
Total 65 63 6 7 194 3 7 4 
Statewide 
Plead 4 6 0 4 8 3 3 3 2 4 1 5 4 8 5 
Fi led 9 4 9 6 58 86 162 
Dismissed 179 212 108 150 127 
Trial 6 2 0 8 18 2 4 
Othe r 28 2 2 2 0 2 9 2 7 
Total 767 8 3 3 5 2 6 6 9 8 825 
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1996 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Rhode Island District Court 
CIVIL CASEFLOW 
Civil Ac t ions 1992 1 9 9 3 1994 1995 1996 
Providence/Bristol 
Total Cases Filed 7,419 7,145 7.099 6,959 6,695 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 2,345 2,213 2,026 2,105 2,236 
Cases Disposed 2,293 2,360 2,207 2,171 2,051 
Caseload Increase/Decrease 52 -147 -187 -66 185 
Pending at Year End 3,875 3,720 3,411 3,238 3,244 
Kent 
Total Cases Filed 1,219 1,168 1,070 1,159 1,074 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 401 343 297 345 399 
Cases Disposed 374 478 498 445 371 
Caseload Increase/Decrease 27 -135 -201 -100 28 
Pending at Year End 1,038 885 655 540 584 
Newport 
Total Cases Filed 623 577 596 556 605 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 182 141 122 181 206 
Cases Disposed 186 192 149 182 132 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -4 -51 -27 -1 74 
Pending at Year End 330 289 262 266 337 
Washington 
Total Cases Filed 741 631 687 762 684 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 200 220 182 215 236 
Cases Disposed 250 212 246 244 311 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -50 8 -64 -29 -75 
Pending at Year End 491 508 453 430 343 
Statewide 
Total Cases Filed 10,002 9,521 9,452 9,436 9,058 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 3,128 2,917 2,627 2,846 3,077 
Cases Disposed 3,103 3,242 3,100 3,042 2,865 
Caseload Increase/Decrease 25 -325 -473 -196 212 
Pending at Year End 5,734 5,402 4,781 4,474 4,508 
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1996 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Rhode Island District Court 
MANNER OF DISPOSITION — TRIAL CALENDAR ONLY 
Civil Actions 1 9 9 2 1 9 9 3 1 9 9 4 1 9 9 5 1996 
Providence/Bristol 
Verdicts 110 85 117 95 104 
Judicial Dec i s ions 86 6 4 61 105 7 0 
Total Trials 196 149 178 2 0 0 174 
Dismissed /Se t t l ed /Other 1,692 1,601 1,571 1,598 1 ,554 
Arbi t ra t ion 4 0 5 6 1 0 4 5 8 3 7 3 3 2 3 
Total Disposed 2 ,293 2 , 3 6 0 2 ,207 2 ,171 2 ,051 
Kent 
Verdicts 10 17 16 23 11 
Judicial Dec i s ions 2 9 13 21 18 
Total Trials 12 26 2 9 4 4 29 
Dismissed /Se t t l ed /Other 269 3 4 3 3 6 3 319 2 8 5 
Arbi t ra t ion 93 109 106 82 5 7 
Total D i sposed 3 7 4 4 7 8 4 9 8 4 4 5 3 7 1 
Newport 
Verdicts 5 7 3 9 4 
Judicial Dec i s ions 27 6 1 6 3 
Total Trials 32 13 4 15 7 
Dismissed /Se t t l ed /Other 126 163 127 142 108 
Arbi t ra t ion 28 36 18 25 17 
Total Disposed 186 2 1 2 149 182 132 
Washington 
Verdicts 3 7 6 13 6 
Judicial Dec is ions 18 7 18 10 11 
Total Trials 15 14 2 4 2 3 17 
Dismissed /Se t t l ed /Other 190 135 190 199 2 3 7 
Arbi t ra t ion 39 4 3 32 2 2 57 
Total Disposed 2 5 0 192 246 2 4 4 311 
Statewide 
Verdicts 128 116 142 140 125 
Judicial Dec i s ions 133 86 93 142 102 
Total Trials 261 202 235 2 8 2 227 
Dismissed /Se t t l ed /Other 2 ,277 2 ,242 2 ,251 2 ,258 2 , 1 8 4 
Arbi t ra t ion 565 7 9 8 6 1 4 502 4 5 4 
Total Disposed 3 ,103 3 ,242 3 ,100 3 ,042 2 ,865 
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Rhode Island District Court 
JUVENILE CASEFLOW 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Juvenile Filings by Category 
W a y w a r d / D e l i n q u e n t 6,448 6,492 7,174 7,386 7,776 
D e p e n d e n c y / N e g l e c t / A b u s e 1,445 1,592 1,510 1,699 1,606 
Termina t ion /Paren ta l Righ ts 425 332 4 4 0 536 3% 
Adopt ion/Guardianship 451 4 6 8 528 537 690 
Violations 404 451 462 610 713 
O t h e r 78 71 57 49 57 
Total Filings 9,251 9,406 10,171 10,817 11,238 
Juvenile Filings by Location 
Providence/Br is to l 6,314 6,474 7,159 7,497 7,789 
K e n t 1,499 1,395 1,378 1,382 1,377 
N e w p o r t 723 7 9 0 798 838 888 
Washington 715 747 836 1,100 1,184 
Total 9,251 9,406 10,171 10,817 11,238 
Juvenile Calendar Results for Wayward/Delinquent Cases 
Providence/Bristol 
Total P e n d i n g 240 371 713 567 458 
C a s e s O v e r 9 0 D a y s O l d 105 217 490 306 208 
Kent 
Total P e n d i n g 99 122 76 84 73 
C a s e s O v e r 9 0 D a y s O l d 48 80 40 23 28 
Newport 
Total P e n d i n g 33 68 72 46 28 
C a s e s O v e r 9 0 D a y s O l d 12 36 47 17 9 
Washington 
Total Pend ing 34 54 109 85 51 
C a s e s O v e r 9 0 D a y s Old 17 25 80 46 8 
Average Time to Adjudication for 
101.3 days Wayward/Delinquent Cases 104.1 days 111.8 days 113.7 days 150.6 days 
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Rhode Island District Court 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASEFLOW 
1 9 9 2 1 9 9 3 1 9 9 4 1 9 9 5 1996 
Divorce Petitions Filed 
Providence/Bris tol 2,867 2,744 2,774 2,827 2 ,813 
Kent 846 802 7 9 6 7 6 1 838 
N e w p o r t 417 4 0 4 397 3 6 6 362 
Washington 542 552 5 1 2 587 537 
Statewide Total 4,672 4,502 4,479 4,541 4 ,550 
Abuse Complaints Filed 
Providence/Bris tol 2,087 2,165 2,339 2,464 2,120 
Kent 408 4 1 0 3 6 0 385 367 
N e w p o r t 236 176 191 189 262 
Washington 174 2 6 0 235 2 8 2 227 
Statewide Total 2,905 3,011 3,125 3,320 2,976 
Contested Divorce Calendar Results 
Providence/Bristol 
Total Pend ing Cases 164 210 178 159 169 
Cases over 180 D a y s Old 28 42 59 19 42 
Cases over 360 D a y s Old 5 3 8 3 11 
Kent 
Total Pend ing Cases 92 42 49 33 34 
Cases over 180 D a y s Old 46 9 8 3 5 
Cases over 360 D a y s Old 14 1 1 0 0 
Newport 
Total Pend ing Cases 16 30 26 22 11 
Cases over 180 D a y s Old 3 15 10 3 4 
Cases over 360 D a y s Old 0 3 4 1 0 
Washington 
Total Pend ing Cases 13 24 38 4 0 27 
Cases over 180 D a y s Old 2 1 16 9 6 
Cases over 360 D a y s Old 0 4 2 3 2 
Statewide 
Total Pend ing Cases 285 306 291 254 241 
Cases over 180 D a y s Old 79 78 93 34 57 
Cases over 360 D a y s Old 21 11 15 7 13 
Support Petitions Filed 4,842 5,248 6,979 5,631 6 ,407 
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Rhode Island Superior Court 
CRIMINAL CASEFLOW 1 
Misdemeanors 1992 1993** 1994 1995 1994 
Second Division 
Filed 4.671 3.735 3.350 3.244 3224 
Disposed 4.803 3.954 4.094 3.760 1728 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -132 -219 -744 •316 496 
Total Pending Cases 245 168 166 178 244 
Cases over 60 Days Old 84 56 29 0 0 
Third Division 
Filed 10.059 6.422 6251 5.583 ! 5.539 
Disposed 8.333 6033 5.731 5.989 6.642 
Caseload Increase/Decrease 1.726 189 520 406 -1.003 
Total Pending Cases 706 166 178 299 207 
Cases over 60 Days Old 36 0 1 0 0 
Fourth Division 
Cases Filed 5.287 3.976 3.501 3.725 3.124 
Cases Disposed 3.750 3.433 3.865 3.865 2.907 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -26 226 68 140 217 
Total Pending Cases 212 244 216 187 157 
Cases over 60 Days Old 13 35 26 13 14 
Sixth Division 
Filed 20.688 14.959 15.388 15.862 16.292 
Disposed 18.438 13.861 13.685 14.852 15.493 
Caseload Increase/Decrease 2050 1.098 1.703 1.010 799 
Courtwide 
Filed 40.705 29.092 28.490 28.414 28.179 
Disposed 36.887 27.798 26.943 28.466 27.670 
Caseload Increase/Decrease 3.818 1.294 L347 -52 509 
Manner of Disposition 
Plead 14.220 14.897 15.350 14.664 
Filed 5.050 4.465 4.931 4.435 
Dismissed 6.982 5.933 6.148 6631 
Trials 559 457 494 412 
Other 987 1.191 1.543 1.528 
Total 27.798 26.943 28.466 27.670 
Felonies Courtwide 
6.453 Filed 9,637 6502 6452 6.676 
Felonies and Misdemeanor* Courtwide 
48.002 Charges Filed 50342 49.062 48.110 46.677 
Bail Hearings • 544 748 1.028 934 
* Unavailable due to automated system changeover 
••In 199? there was a change in the method for counting misdemeanors The unit of 
count became the case instead of each charge 
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Rhode Island District Court 
CIVIL CASEFLOW 
Regular Civil 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Second Division 
Cases Fi led 1,147 1,020 1,097 1,077 1,256 
Cases Disposed 1,193 1,015 1,226 1,210 1,284 
Case load I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e -46 5 - 1 2 9 -133 -28 
Third Division 
Cases Fi led 2,665 2,536 1,461 2,290 2,385 
Cases Disposed 2,103 2,050 1,922 1,982 1,823 
Case load Inc rea se /Dec rea se 562 486 -461 308 562 
Fourth Division 
Cases Fi led 1,404 1,170 2,121 1,175 1,126 
Cases Disposed 1,236 991 1,579 1,552 1,180 
C a s e l o a d I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e 168 179 542 -377 -54 
Sixth Division 
Cases Fi led 13,599 12,115 12,153 11,567 12379 
Cases Disposed 15 ,140 12,161 9,894 9 ,604 10,706 
C a s e l o a d Inc rea se /Dec rea se -1 ,541 -46 2,259 1,963 1,673 
Courtwide 
Cases Fi led 18,815 16,841 16,832 16,109 17,146 
Cases Disposed 19,672 16,217 14,621 14,348 14,993 
Manner of Disposition 
Defau l t s 10,606 8,463 5,847 5,133 5,535 
Set t lements 4,800 3,915 4,118 4,566 4,185 
Judgments 4,135 3,832 4,645 4,613 5,263 
Trans fe r s 131 7 11 0 0 
Othe r 0 0 0 36 10 
Total 19,672 16,217 14,621 14,348 14,993 
Appea ls 329 293 306 2 4 6 204 
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Rhode Island District Court 
CIVIL CASEFLOW 
Small Claims 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Second Division 
C a s e s F i led 1,093 895 1,034 1,160 1,472 
C a s e s D i s p o s e d 2 , 3 % 1,467 1,586 1,925 1330 
C a s e l o a d I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e -1,303 -572 -552 -765 142 
Third Division 
C a s e s F i led 3,061 2,584 1,370 2,250 2,506 
C a s e s D i s p o s e d 4,042 4,078 2,198 2,697 2,657 
C a s e l o a d I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e -981 -1,494 -828 -447 -151 
Fourth Division 
C a s e s F i led 1,956 1,326 1,350 1,196 1312 
C a s e s D i s p o s e d 1,829 1,404 1,469 1,442 1,360 
C a s e l o a d I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e 127 -78 -119 -246 -148 
Sixth Division 
C a s e s Fi led 10 ,896 9,457 9,986 10,318 10,075 
C a s e s D i s p o s e d 12,014 10,039 11,663 12,524 10,937 
C a s e l o a d I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e -1 ,118 -582 -1,677 -2 ,206 862 
Courtwide 
C a s e s F i l ed 17 ,006 14,262 13,740 14,924 15365 
C a s e s D i s p o s e d 20 ,281 16,988 16,916 18,588 16384 
Manner of Disposition 
D e f a u l t s 10,787 8,677 7,800 9,459 9,029 
Set t l ements 6,736 5,827 6,858 6,815 5,116 
J u d g m e n t s 2,758 2,484 2,258 2,314 2,139 
Total 20 ,281 16,988 16,916 18,588 16,284 
A p p e a l s 160 105 82 104 96 
Other Categories 
1,155 D o m e s t i c A b u s e 9 3 3 1,086 1,041 1,199 
Admin is t ra t ive Appea l s 4 0 2 2 5 3 356 211 163 
107 
1996 REPORT O N THE JUDICIARY 
Rhode Island Workers' Compensation Court 
CASELOAD SUMMARY 
Petitions Filed 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Employee Petitions 
Original 3,738 3,544 3,548 3,418 3,154 
To review 3,162 2,550 1,906 1,830 1,613 
2nd Injury 11 9 3 7 17 
To Enforce 1,258 999 886 748 616 
Total 8,169 7,102 6,343 6,003 5,400 
Employer Petitions 
To review 3,843 3,156 2,454 1,977 1,755 
Total 3,843 3,156 2,454 1,977 1,755 
Other 
Lump Sum Settlement 2,060 1,693 1,303 1,137 931 
Hospital/Physician Fees 667 243 188 112 44 
Other 580 391 302 283 239 
Total 3,307 2,327 1,793 1,532 1,214 
Total Petitions 15,319 12,585 10,590 9,512 8,369 
Total Dispositions 19,264 13,310 11,020 9,599 8,831 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -3,945 -725 -430 -87 -462 
Pending Caseload 4,706 4,076 3,662 3,535 3,087 
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Rhode Island Workers' Compensation Court 
CASELOAD SUMMARY 
Manner/Stage of Disposition 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
Pretrial 
Pret r ia l O r d e r 4,584 3,633 3,139 2,677 2,430 
O r d e r 15 5 4 2 11 
D e c r e e 4 1 53 34 18 20 
C o n s e n t D e c r e e 5 5 0 265 185 158 126 
M a j o r Surgery 332 36 106 81 62 
Withd rawn 4,606 3,140 2,749 2,201 1,638 
Discont inued 104 166 57 36 31 
Dismissed 501 190 121 73 45 
O t h e r 335 100 54 4 0 1 743 
Total 11,068 7 ,588 6,449 5,647 5,106 
Trial 
Decis ion 4,261 3,011 1,580 908 814 
C o n s e n t D e c r e e 5 2 4 414 347 351 322 
Trial C l a i m W i t h d r a w n 9 8 6 1,067 826 709 694 
Pet i t ion W i t h d r a w n 899 331 357 285 264 
O r d e r 9 9 99 78 88 130 
Dismissed 2 2 3 82 68 43 37 
Discont inued 89 59 32 4 8 
O t h e r 192 240 9 3 9 1,243 1,063 
Total 7,273 5,303 4,227 3,631 3,332 
Appeals 922 419 344 321 393 
Total Dispositions 19,264 13,310 11,020 9 ,599 8,831 
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Administrative Adjudication Court 
CASEFLOW SUMMARY 
1994 1995 1996 
S u m m o n s e s Issued (es t imated) 89,811 127.466 
S u m m o n s e s Disposed 92,167 115,698 101,879 
S u m m o n s e s Outs tanding 53,586 27 ,669 53,526 
Breakdown of Disposed Summons 
Court Hear ings - 44,818 
Pay by Mai l - 46.527 
A d j udicated by Distr ict Cour t 10.534 
Total - 101,879 
Activity Summary for Selected Categories 
Breatha lyzer R e f u s a l s - -
Disposed - 1,586 
Pending - 141 
Insurance - -
Disposed - 4,245 
Pending - 9,969 
Appea ls (Filed) 841 736 788 
Note: 
The Administrative Adjudication Court 
has limited statistics at present but is in 
the process of installing new hardware and 
software that will greatly improve the court's 
ability to produce statistics in the future. 
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